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1. Introduction and Context 

1.1 These representations are prepared by Turley on behalf of L&Q Estates (‘L&Q’) in 

response to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review (‘LPR’) consultation with respect to the 

L&Q interests at the land north of Marsh Road, Staverton, Trowbridge. The extent of 

the L&Q land control (‘the site’) is demonstrated on Figure 1 below: 

Figure 1- Site Location Plan Extract 

 

1.2 The site forms part of a proposed allocation in the Wiltshire Local Plan Review 

document, identified as ‘Site 4 – North East Trowbridge’. 

1.3 Our representations are structured to firstly comment on the ‘Emerging Spatial 

Strategy’ consultation document which considers the County wide spatial strategy for 

the LPR. We then consider the ‘Planning for Trowbridge’ consultation document which 

sets out Trowbridge’s role in this strategy, and proposes the allocation of the site for 

residential-led development. 



 

 

2. Wiltshire Emerging Spatial Strategy 

2.1 We have considered the ‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’ document and supporting 

documents including the Local Housing Needs Assessment (ORS, April 2019), the 

Trowbridge HMA: Formulating Alternative Development Strategies (ADSs) and Interim 

Sustainability Appraisal. 

2.2 On review of the Council’s online comment form it appears there is one key question 

formulated/posed for this document – ‘Please enter any comments you have regarding 

the Emerging Spatial Strategy’. 

2.3 We have therefore considered the emerging spatial strategy and set out comments by 

relevant section in turn below. The context for our comments is based in the guidance 

by the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’), which states that for 

Plans to be considered sound they should be: 

a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to 

meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements 

with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 

accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving 

sustainable development; 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 

alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint 

working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather 

than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable 

development in accordance with the policies in this Framework. 

2.4 We have considered the Emerging Spatial Strategy document with a view to 

highlighting where, in our opinion, there may be potential for compliance with the 

above tests of soundness with the draft Plan strategy. Our comments are therefore 

intended to maximise the future success of the LPR process by ensuring that the 

emerging plan, when scrutinised in later stages, is adjudged to be sound and provides a 

clear framework for future growth. 

Growth and climate change 

2.5 We generally support the objectives set out in relation to Carbon Neutrality by 2030 

and recognise the potential role that the L&Q site can and should play in delivering 

these outcomes through its location adjoining and forming part of a Principal 

Settlement. However when these objectives are carried through into LPR Policy, 

caution must be exercised on retaining deliverability and viability of the LPR 

allocations. 



 

 

2.6 The document refers to more stringent building standards with reference to net zero 

carbon development by 2030. Whilst no detail is provided, it is considered that building 

requirements in Wiltshire should be reflective of Government requirements and should 

not seek to run ahead of these. Whilst greater levels of sustainable construction are 

supported in principle, in the context of the significant housing requirement, this 

cannot be to the detriment of delivery, particularly that of affordable housing. It is 

therefore considered that viability must be at the heart of any decisions which could 

significantly increase build cost. 

2.7 Accordingly, the Council should rely on proposed changes to the Building Regulations. 

The 2019 NPPF confirms that Local Plans should avoid unnecessary duplication (para 

16f). The Council is referred to the Government’s proposed changes to Parts L 

(Conservation of Fuel & Power), F (Ventilation), M (Access to & Use of Buildings), R 

(Physical Infrastructure for High-Speed Electronic Communications Networks) & S 

(Electric Vehicle Charging in Residential & Non-residential Buildings) of the Building 

Regulations and the Government’s proposals for biodiversity gain set out in the 

Environment Bill. As set out in the Planning for the Future White Paper a simpler 

planning process improves certainty. 

Delivering the spatial strategy 

2.8 We generally support the spatial strategy delivery principles set out, and assume that 

the delivery principles are not intended to be presented in order of importance, as they 

are fundamentally interconnected in the way that they function – for example the 

need to allocate land for development to meet identified requirements is also a central 

part of ‘place shaping priorities’. 

2.9 A further possible delivery principle might be to make clear that working closely with 

promoters and developers of the required large greenfield/strategic sites will form a 

key part of delivering the strategy. The intention being to explore and address 

deliverability issues in relation to infrastructure requirements, land ownership, housing 

density expectations and development viability. This will help to encourage effective 

delivery of the LPR strategy once adopted. 

2.10 We suggest removal of delivery principle (5) which appears to suggest that greenfield 

housing development will be restricted through phasing, to ‘ensure a priority is 

maintained on brownfield land’. Although we agree development of brownfield land 

should be a priority, we do not consider restricting other forms of development is a 

justified approach to take to delivering a spatial strategy. Taking the view that 

withholding deliverable, sustainable sites which are required to meet the full 

objectively assessed needs for the County would not amount to positive preparation of 

the LPR. It is important that the Council does not impose unnecessary constraints on 

allocated sites as that can result in adverse effects on deliverability. 

Formulating the spatial strategy 

Plan Period 

2.11 The LPR Period is proposed as being up to 2036. We acknowledge that the 2036 figure 

is derived from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Functional Economic 



 

 

Market Area Assessments previously produced as part of the Plan evidence base, which 

both consider the requirement for new homes and jobs up to 2036. 

2.12 Although we acknowledge there is efficiency for the Council in using the evidence base 

that has already been commissioned and produced, it must be fit for purpose to 

produce a positively prepared and effective Plan. 

2.13 Fundamentally we caution against progressing the LPR with what we consider to be a 

relatively short plan period, and promote updating the relevant evidence base to allow 

adoption of a longer plan period for the LPR. This will allow the Council to plan for 

longer term strategic needs such as new infrastructure and large housing sites. The 

Framework states: 

“22. 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.” (Our emphasis) 

2.14 The Council’s latest Local Development Scheme (July 2020) anticipates adoption of the 

LPR in Q2 2023, this would leave just 13 years from adoption to the expiry of the plan 

period, less than advised by the current, and emerging draft NPPF. On this basis the 

emerging LPR is not being positively prepared and is inconsistent with national policy. 

2.15 In addition to this, the current consultation draft NPPF (January 2021)1 adds wording to 

this paragraph to state: 

“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.” (Our emphasis) 

2.16 This is particularly relevant in Wiltshire where larger scale developments are proposed 

across the County and particularly at the Principal Settlements, including more than 

1,800 homes for Trowbridge and over 5,000 homes at Chippenham. Given the scale of 

these developments it would seem prudent to allow for development to be delivered 

over a longer plan period. 

2.17 We note that there are references within the consultation documents to strategic sites 

(including at Trowbridge) delivering a significant quantum of homes beyond the 

current plan period. 

2.18 We advise formulating the LPR for a period of at least 15 years from the possible 

adoption date to ensure soundness can be demonstrated as a minimum, however in 

the spirit of positive preparation, and given the scale of development proposed in 

Wiltshire, recommend formulating the LPR over a longer period such as to 2040 or 

beyond. 

                                                            
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policy-framework-and-national-
model-design-code-consultation-proposals 



 

 

Alternative Strategies 

2.19 The LPR has tested alternative development strategies within each HMA (which we 

come on to), and we acknowledge that the Council considers the LPR a review of the 

Core Strategy which has been the starting point for determining the distribution of 

growth. However, the Sustainability Appraisal, associated evidence base and resulting 

spatial strategy does not appear to have considered realistic alternative strategy 

options for the County. These could for example include; differing distributions of 

development between the HMAs; or a high distribution to Local Service Centres and 

Villages; or a new community in each HMA. 

2.20 It could therefore be argued that we are not commenting on truly realistic alternative 

strategies for the County, but alternative distributions of development within HMAs 

which have been set largely by a pre-existing spatial strategy. For example, the 

Emerging Spatial Strategy document states: 

“2.16 Needs vary around the County. There would not be a sustainable pattern of 

development if most building took place in the south of the county but most need was 

in the north.” 

2.21 This statement is unsupported by the evidence base because the option hasn’t been 

assessed. This approach may be argued as a flaw in the soundness of the preparation 

of the plan, particularly in considering whether the spatial strategy is justified, taking 

account of the reasonable alternatives. 

2.22 The Framework states at paragraph 33: 

“33. Policies in local plans and spatial development strategies should be reviewed to 

assess whether they need updating at least once every five years, and should then be 

updated as necessary. Reviews should be completed no later than five years from the 

adoption date of a plan, and should take into account changing circumstances affecting 

the area, or any relevant changes in national policy. Relevant strategic policies will need 

updating at least once every five years if their applicable local housing need figure has 

changed significantly; and they are likely to require earlier review if local housing need 

is expected to change significantly in the near future.” (Our emphasis) 

2.23 Although the LPR is considered by the Council to be a ‘review’ of the Core Strategy, the 

review is occurring more than five years after the adoption of the CS, the LPR has its 

own evidence base including on housing and economic needs, and the CS plan period 

runs only up to 2026 so is very nearly completed. Furthermore, the LPR is being 

prepared under different national guidance (the 2018 NPPF and NPPG updates), with 

significant changes to the housing and economic evidence base (a new evidence base, 

which utilises a standard methodology for assessing housing need). In this regard, it 

can be argued the LPR is not a ‘review’ but essentially a new Plan for Wiltshire. 

2.24 It is unclear whether the spatial strategy has been informed by the ‘Alternative 

Development Strategies Consultation’ in August 2019. The Council’s ‘Formulating 

Alternative Development Strategies for Trowbridge’ document refers to an Issues 

consultation in 2017, and Town and Parish Workshops on the Distribution of Growth in 

2018. However not to the more recent 2019 consultation, and our understanding is 



 

 

that the Issues consultation in 2017 related to the Swindon & Wiltshire Joint Spatial 

Framework i.e. a different plan. 

2.25 Turley commented on behalf of L&Q on the August 2019 Alternative Development 

Strategies consultation (by letter dated 6 September 2019) and raised concerns on the 

consultation process undertaken to date, the lack of available evidence base and the 

level of proposed housing growth. The process of consultation and options in getting to 

the spatial strategy before us is therefore not adequately clear. 

2.26 We recommend the evidence base is updated to include justification behind the 

formulation of the proposed spatial strategy, and clarifying that realistic alternative 

options have been considered in the preparation of the plan (this evidence may already 

exist but does not appear to form part of this consultation). This will ultimately assist in 

demonstrating compliance with the tests of the soundness at later stages. 

2.27 We bring the Council’s attention to the Inspectors’ Letter (11 September 2019) on the 

West of England Joint Spatial Plan (‘JSP’) which following, among other issues, 

consideration of the sufficiency of the Councils’ evidence to justify the chosen spatial 

strategy, the Inspectors’ recommended returning to first principles and re-preparing 

the Plan. This ultimately led to withdrawal of the JSP and has caused significant delays 

in the preparation of up to date plans for the region. 

Emerging Spatial Strategy for Trowbridge Housing Market Area 

2.28 Notwithstanding the comments above, we support the continued retention of 

Trowbridge being identified as a Principal Settlement in the County which should be a 

main focus for growth. This is reflective of the level of facilities and services within the 

settlement which supports the achievement of a sustainable pattern of growth. 

2.29 Again notwithstanding our recommendation above on how the alternative strategies 

were formulated and on the need to clearly justify how the current strategy was 

arrived at, on review of the relevant documents, our opinion is that the judgements 

made on the alternatives for the Trowbridge HMA are broadly appropriate and 

reasonable. 

2.30 However, we do note that it is suggested that the TR- B Westbury Growth Point 

development strategy option would be preferential, and this has been determined in 

part due to the avoidance of potential impacts on the Bath and Bradford-on-Avon Bats 

Special Area of Conservation (SAC). Despite this, the Council is still advocating a 

significant scale of development Trowbridge (which we support). 

2.31 As the Council is aware it will be a requirement for any development coming forward in 

Trowbridge to respect the integrity of the SAC, ensuring protection and enhancement 

and demonstrating suitable mitigation for any impacts on the SAC. The mitigation 

strategies are being considered and formulated through the LPR process with the 

Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy. 

2.32 Whilst the Council does have a duty to avoid possible effects on the SAC, a planning 

judgment has already been made that acknowledges that in principle a significant level 

of development can be directed towards Trowbridge and that this potential 



 

 

development can adequately manage effects on the SAC. With this principle 

established, we caution on directing development away from Trowbridge as a result of 

possible harms to the SAC, which may cause planning impacts elsewhere in terms of 

placing development in arguably less sustainable locations for development. 



 

 

3. Planning for Trowbridge - the land east of New 
Terrace/Marsh Road, Staverton, Trowbridge 
(‘Site 4’) 

GROWTH AND PLACESHAPING 

TB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should 

they be higher or lower? 

3.1 We support the scale of growth for Trowbridge as a minimum, but encourage the 

Council to aspire to deliver more in this sustainable location. 

3.2 We support the identification of a brownfield ‘target’ as an approach which encourages 

the use of brownfield land but does not ‘require’ it, in this regard we suggest the 

brownfield target should be considered a windfall allowance (being based on past 

delivery rates), with suitable, available and deliverable brownfield sites being allocated 

through the Development Plan. 

3.3 It is essential that expectations of delivery from brownfield land are realistic and 

thoroughly evidenced to be both viable and deliverable.  We would urge caution in 

over reliance and over optimism in the lead in times to delivery of housing on 

brownfield sites in some of the Wiltshire settlements, which from our experience often 

take significantly longer to deliver than greenfield housing options due to 

complications including, but by no means limited to, complex site assembly, 

remediation, development viability matters, and more challenging planning 

considerations.  This is why we prefer an availability/allocation led approach.  

3.4 Whilst the supply of housing on brownfield sites will be a relevant and important 

component, the capacity available from this source of supply within the plan period 

and in accordance with a required delivery trajectory, should be very carefully and 

cautiously considered, to ensure that any planned supply is robustly justified. 

TB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place 

shaping priorities be achieved? 

3.5 We support the priorities identified for Trowbridge. The L&Q land can contribute to the 

delivery of the relevant priorities including specifically in relation to bat mitigation 

through adopting the principles of the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy in the 

masterplan for the proposed ‘Site 4’ masterplan. 

POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SITES 

TB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? If not, why 

not? 

3.6 We agree that Site 4 is one of the most appropriate sites to build on to meet the 

identified housing need in the Trowbridge HMA. This is principally due to the reasons 

the Council have acknowledged and set out in the Trowbridge ‘Site Selection Report’, 

but primarily include: 



 

 

• Developable – as we will demonstrate in the latter sections, significant technical 

work has been undertaken on the site which supports the feasibility and 

deliverability of the site; 

• The site is free from restrictive planning designations; and 

• Sustainability – the Council’s own Sustainability Appraisal works supports the 

selection of the site as one of the most sustainable options for meeting housing 

need in the HMA by virtue of the it being free from significant constraints, 

proximity to the town and accessibility of services and supporting infrastructure. 

3.7 The Council have found that ‘Accessibility to local facilities is average’ whilst traffic 

would ‘be unlikely to present any significant harmful effects on the local highway 

network’.   We agree that the site can be developed within the capacity and constraints 

of the local highway network and that the development can be positive in reducing 

effects by facilitating active travel given its access to local facilities, which can be 

enhanced through on-site facilities and enhanced linkages. This is discussed in greater 

detail in the accompanying Access and Movement Technical Note prepared by Neil 

Brant Consulting. 

3.8 A key aspect of accessibility is that to both employment and education. The ONS data 

presented in the technical note establishes that the Census MSOA containing the Canal 

Road and Town Centre areas of employment is the single greatest local trip end, at 

16.4% of all commute travel and thereby it is suggested that Site 4 is located above 

average in terms of accessibility to the most significant employment destination in the 

town.  

3.9 In terms of education, the Plan Review has identified a need for the provision of a new 

primary school in Site 4 and two new primaries and a new secondary school within the 

adjacent Site 5. As education travel makes up for approximately a third of travel in the 

morning peak, having schools contained within easy walking distance will place Site 4 

with accessibility to them above average.    

3.10 In summary, we believe that the location of Site 4, and its accessibility to key trip 

destinations, places it above ‘Average’ and into ‘Good’. 

TB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 

3.11 The most important aspects for the site are outlined through the discussion of 

technical work discussed throughout these representations and the accompanying 

technical notes, and summarised as follows: 

• Accounting for the site opportunities and constraints in the design process, 

particularly the surface water drainage strategy, ecology and biodiversity 

interests, access and movement strategy and connections to the town; 

• Ensuring the quantum and mix of uses is appropriate to the site and the wider 

settlement, striving for a balance between creating a viable development and 

meeting the infrastructure needs arising from the development; 



 

 

• Achieving a successful design outcome noting the Council’s emphasis on 

placemaking and the desire to create a rich and diverse community; 

• Incorporating suitable strategies and technologies to meet carbon reduction 

targets and to encourage sustainable and active travel patterns for residents and 

visitors to the site. 

3.12 In addition to the above, one of the most important aspects to consider in allocating 

the site for development is to ensure that the assumptions for development on the site 

do not undermine delivery by creating viability challenges. This requires close and 

collaborative working between the proponents for developing the site and the Council. 

TB5. Considering the environmental constraints around the town, what other reasonable 

options should the Council consider investigating in order to address the identified forecast 

development needs for the place? 

3.13 Maximise deliverable density at chosen sites and ensure efficient use of the allocated 

land, and bring forward a policy framework that allows suitably viable schemes to 

assist deliverability. 

LAND TO THE LAND EAST OF NEW TERRACE/MARSH ROAD, STAVERTON, 

TROWBRIDGE (‘SITE 4’) 

3.14 This sections considers the questions directly related to the land east of New 

Terrace/Marsh Road, Staverton, Trowbridge proposed to be allocated as Site 4. 

TB6. Do you agree with the range of uses proposed, what other uses should be considered? 

And TB7. Do you agree with the location of the proposed uses? What should be located 

where and why? 

3.15 The Site 4 Plan currently states requirements for: 

• Approximately 500 dwellings to include self and custom build plots, as well as 

specialist housing. 

• Land for one Two Form Entry Primary School 

• Land for one 40 place nursery with space to increase to 60 spaces after 2036 

• Land for community orchards and allotments 

• Open space provision to include an area alongside the Kennet and Avon Canal 

• Walking and cycling links to and from the town centre, nearby settlements 

including Hilperton, Staverton and Semington and footbridges over the Canal 

• Land for a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP) and a Multi-use Games Area 

(MUGA) 

3.16 We understand the Council does not intend to fix a masterplan or concept plan for the 

proposed allocation in the LPR, but that the LPR will fix the above allocation 

requirements. 



 

 

3.17 To the above end, it is important that that the allocation requirements are feasible, 

viable and deliverable given the site’s constraints. 

3.18 The true capacity of the site, taking into account the site constraints, is also a critical 

issue which relates to the soundness of the LPR, as the true number of deliverable 

homes on each of the allocations will presumably contribute to a housing trajectory for 

the County which shows that the full housing needs can be met. 

3.19 As the promotors of a large proportion of Site 4, L&Q have produced a body of 

technical work which informs our understanding of the sites constraints and 

opportunities. This includes: 

• Masterplan – Define (Appendix 1); 

• Ecology Technical Note – Tyler Grange (Appendix 2); 

• Access and Movement Technical Note – Neil Brant Consulting (Appendix 3); 

• Sustainability Technical Note – Wardell Armstrong (Appendix 4); 

• Drainage Technical Note including Drainage Strategy – Wardell Armstrong 

(Appendix 5); 

• Air Quality Technical Note – Wardell Armstrong (Appendix 6); 

• Ground Conditions Technical Note – Wardell Armstrong (Appendix 7); 

• Noise Technical Note – Wardell Armstrong (Appendix 8). 

3.20 We have set out the key findings of the above work below, and then go on to state our 

findings in relation to the specific consultation questions. 

The Site Assessments 

Ecology 

3.21 The ecological note produced by Tyler Grange focuses on the L&Q Estates land control 

and is informed by extensive survey work. The work states the ecological opportunities 

to enhance the site include: 

• Enhancement of the area adjacent to the river into a wildlife area, accessible by 

the new residents. New planting should create a mosaic of tussocky grassland 

and scrub which will encourage new species to colonise, particularly 

invertebrates. This in turn will improve the site habitats for other species, such 

as birds and bats; 

• The area along the ditch should be integrated into the wildlife area as part of the 

multi-functional blue/green infrastructure, with wetland planting creating new 

habitats on site and encouraging aquatic and riparian invertebrates to colonise; 



 

 

• The wildlife area should improve access to nature for the new residents, with 

informal mown paths, interactive nature trails and interpretation boards guiding 

them through; 

• Hedgerows could be enhanced with native, ecologically beneficial stock, 

improving foraging opportunities for birds and bats; 

• In addition, the 15m buffer zones for bats described above could be enhanced 

through transitional planting, allowing wildlife corridors to be maintained 

through the site for a wide variety of species; 

• Provision of bat and bird boxes on retained trees and integrated into new 

buildings will enhance nesting and roosting opportunities within the site; 

• Provision of a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP), which could 

be controlled by planning condition, will be fundamental to the delivery of 

habitat creation and enhancements to mitigate for the losses required and 

delivery net gains for biodiversity; 

• An appropriate lighting strategy (which could be controlled by way of a condition 

on any future consent) would ensure new lighting is be designed sensitively to 

avoid impacts to light intolerant bat species and will allow the retention of dark 

corridors throughout the site; and 

• Building with Nature, the UK’s first green infrastructure benchmark providing “a 

framework of quality standards, an assessment and accreditation service and 

national awards recognising the design and delivery of high-quality green 

infrastructure”, could be considered for this site. 

3.22 It concludes there are no overriding ecological constraints to the development of this 

scheme, providing that the measures described are adhered to and incorporated into 

the green infrastructure. As such, any future development can be in conformity with 

relevant policy and legislation. 

Access and Movement 

3.23 The Access and Movement Technical Note produced by Neil Brant Consulting considers 

the various aspects of access to the site, accessibility and mobility. The note concludes 

with the following of relevant points: 

• Site 4 is located within cycling distance of Trowbridge station, on the Westbury 

to Bristol main line. Bus services that pass close to the site (within easy walking 

distance) also route via the town centre and the station via the Canal Road 

Industrial Estate (local area of employment). The level of bus provision locally is 

conveniently close but lacks peak time services. 

• Footway provision locally is good and at most would only potentially require 

localised minor improvements, such as a creating consistent widths and with 

dropped kerbs and tactile paving at crossing points. The B3105 Marsh Road 

corridor width along the site frontage could potentially accommodate a shared 

pedestrian/cycleway and this could be continued into the site. 



 

 

• Road safety in the vicinity of Site 4 is limited to forward visibility across the canal 

overbridge, and which highlights the need for consideration when considering 

the location of potential access to Site 4 at the eastern end. Otherwise, there 

does not appear to be any existing road safety issues that would preclude the 

suitability of development at Site 4 or the principal of taking access from Marsh 

Road. 

• Site 4 is accessible to local amenities and facilities including employment, the 

town centre and education, within either/or walking and cycling distance. Its 

proximity and accessibility to these key trip destinations, we believe, places it 

above an ‘Average’ score and into ‘Good’, an improvement on the Council’s 

suggested score. 

• With regards to traffic, the Staverton bridge signals, in conjunction with other 

constraints on the network, currently act to self-regulate the volume of traffic 

that can physically pass through that route. The major road network 

infrastructure works to the A350 will materially reduce demand on Staverton 

bridge but with Sites 4 & 5 traffic generation replacing that demand and keeping 

a level of status quo. The relief road around Staverton bridge removes its 

throttling effect and traffic re-assigns from elsewhere to use it, as would be 

expected. 

• In terms of traffic impacts, without any infrastructure intervention, whilst the 

Staverton bridge signals remain as operating at and around their capacity, there 

is only a small deterioration in overall performance. With the inclusion of the 

A350 works and Staverton relief road, there is a significant net reduction in 

congestion resulting in material betterment, even with the inclusion of traffic 

generation from Sites 4 & 5. 

• Previously, the Trowbridge Transport Strategy Refresh included for 

improvements to the Staverton Bridge traffic signals. These improvements to the 

Staverton Bridge signals could be considered as an interim arrangement pending 

the delivery of the relief road and in so doing, this adds confidence to the 

strategy that development at Site 4, can be accommodated in the short, medium 

and long term by the implementation of incremental improvements and that it is 

not fully reliant upon the relief road coming forward. 

• The Council’s transport strategy for Trowbridge, including cycleway 

improvements, is supported and are considered to be viable and deliverable with 

significant levels of cost benefit likely to be achieved. 

• Through development at Site 4, there is an opportunity to extend and increase 

existing bus services, not only to serve the development itself, but to introduce 

increased service frequency and capacity. This would not only meet the needs of 

the development but provide for an improved bus service for the wider town. 

Whilst the Marsh Road and Cottles Barton bus routes are within reasonable 

walking distance of the site, if feasible, it may be beneficial to re-route the 

service(s) through the site, but whichever approach is adopted, all of the site 

area would nonetheless be within walking distance of a bus service. 



 

 

• The principles of vehicular access, including a range of options, have been 

established and shown to be viable and deliverable. There is likely to be a need 

to form two points of access to Site 4 on to the B3105 Marsh Road, which offers 

a substantial length of highway from which access can be taken. The western 

access could be formed as an extension of the existing Cottles Barton junction, 

either as a fourth arm on the roundabout or re-forming it as a signal-controlled 

junction. The eastern access could be integrated with that to Smallbrook 

Gardens, as either a back-to-back priority junction or a new mini-roundabout. 

• Site 4 would need to incorporate a comprehensive network of streets, footways 

and cycle routes meeting the needs of users, not only in terms of travel but also 

as places to live. The majority of streets should be 20mph zones and designed to 

even more stringent 15mph design speeds with priority given to pedestrians and 

cyclists. In addition to the estate roads and streets, a new access loop road will 

provide for the main route and potential bus route and have a mix of 20 and 

30mph speed limits, depending on its location. 

Sustainability 

3.24 The Sustainability Technical Note produced by Wardell Armstrong provides a high level 

desk appraisal of the sustainability features that could be incorporated into any 

proposed development at the site. These presented and considered under the 

following key themes:  

• Energy and Carbon Emissions  

• Sustainable Material Use  

• Sustainable Transport  

• Waste and Recycling  

• Water and Flooding  

• Contamination and Environmental Pollution  

• Sustainable Building Design and Layout  

• Adapting to Climate Change  

• Health and Wellbeing  

• Biodiversity  

3.25 The Note makes clear that sustainability is a key element of the Developer’s vision for 

this site, and it is a common theme running through many of the different 

environmental aspects, from climate change and carbon emissions to health and 

wellbeing and biodiversity. Flexibility is important at this stage but key strands of the 

sustainable agenda for the Development will include:  

• A forward-thinking energy strategy, based on the energy hierarchy of using less, 

using more efficiently, and using renewables;  



 

 

• Enhanced green/blue infrastructure and biodiversity net gain;  

• Using sustainable design and construction measures;  

• Promoting sustainable transport and active travel; and  

• A precautionary approach to flood risk and water use.  

3.26 This strategy supports the Council’s objectives set out in relation to Carbon Neutrality 

by 2030 

Drainage 

3.27 The Drainage Technical Note produced by Wardell Armstrong and accompanying 

Drainage Strategy states and concludes the following: 

• The Drainage Strategy shows the overall quantum of drainage attenuation 

required, and the optimal location for these features has been identified located 

on the lower lying land adjacent to the River Avon and outside of the flood 

zones. 

• EA mapping indicates that the majority of the site is located in Flood Zone 1, the 

area in the north of the site bounding the River Avon will be designated as green 

openspaces. Therefore, this site is suitable for development in terms of fluvial 

flood risk. The site is at low risk of flooding from surface water. It is anticipated 

that ground reprofiling and the addition of SuDS features will manage the 

localised risk in low laying areas. 

• Infiltration testing has not been carried out to date. Although the River Terrace 

Deposits to the north of the study area are expected to be permeable,  they are 

close to a major watercourse and the depth to groundwater may be unsuitable 

for infiltration SUDS. Infiltration testing should be undertaken to confirm the 

discharge hierarchy and further investigation should be undertaken to confirm 

groundwater levels. It is proposed that surface water will discharge to the River 

Avon at QBAR greenfield runoff rates and therefore groundwater levels will not 

impact the proposed drainage strategy. 

• To replicate pre-development conditions, the use of two attenuation basins. The 

basins have been designed to accommodate runoff from all storm events up to 

and including a 1 in 100 year + 40% climate change storm event. 

• The preferred points of connection for foul flows is manhole 7401 located in 

Marsh Road. Foul flows from the development will need to pump to the 

preferred connection point. A developer enquiry has been submitted to Wessex 

Water to confirm capacity within the existing foul network to accommodate 

flows form the site. 

3.28 In summary the site is deliverable in flood risk and drainage terms and an appropriate 

strategy has been identified. 



 

 

Ground Conditions 

3.29 The Ground Conditions Technical Note produced by Wardell Armstrong concludes: 

• That it is not anticipated that there will be any significant pollutant linkages and 

sources of contamination at the site; 

• The likelihood of significant geotechnical hazards is considered to be low, there 

is potential for made ground across the site associated with infilled ponds. A 

moderate hazard for compressibility exists associated with Alluvium deposits 

and any infilled ponds; 

• Based on the available information reviewed the site is considered to present an 

overall low risk from past use, adjacent operations and ground instability; 

3.30 By carrying out some targeted ground investigation and formulating an appropriate 

foundation design, the site can be considered suitable for future development. 

Air Quality and Noise 

3.31 The Air Quality and Noise Technical Notes have been produced by Wardell Armstrong 

and support the production of a masterplan for the site.  

3.32 In relation to Air Quality, for the operational phase of development Wardell Armstrong 

conclude that: 

• Based on the low predicted background concentrations at the site, and the fact 

that no main roads are in close proximity, it is not considered that on-site 

pollutant concentrations are likely to be a constraint on potential development 

at the site.  

• Any potential development would generate additional traffic and cause a 

redistribution of existing traffic on the local road network resulting in the 

potential for adverse effects on local air quality to occur at properties located 

close to roads where traffic flows are predicted to increase. Given that the 

existing background air quality (according to the Defra Background Maps) in this 

area is well below the Air Quality Strategy (AQS) objectives this is unlikely to be a 

constraint. 

• Notwithstanding this, locating a primary school away from Marsh Road and 

further into the development site is likely to have air quality benefits, as this has 

the potential to encourage car-free travel to the schools and might also reduce 

potential congestion from school traffic on Marsh Road at the start and end of 

the school day. 

3.33 In relation to noise, the technical note considers the Site 4 concept masterplan: 

• Wiltshire Council’s concept masterplan shows the residential area to be up to 

the southern boundary closest to Marsh Road, and to be up to the western and 

north western boundaries closest to the Trowbridge to Melksham Railway Line, 

Cereal Partners World and the Staverton Mill textile factory. With the 

development area up to the southern, western and north western boundaries, 



 

 

this may require mitigation measures to reduce the potential noise impact from 

road traffic, rail and industry. It is noted that Figure 9 of the Local Plan document 

shows potential for Employment Land along the railway line which would 

provide useful in screening noise to the benefit of residential uses further into 

the site. Locating the Primary School on the main road of Marsh Road is not ideal 

for achieving desirable internal sound levels although appropriate mitigation is 

likely to be possible through appropriate siting of the school buildings within the 

zone, glazing and ventilation. 

• The masterplan shows a road to be located along most of the western boundary 

between the rail line and the residential area. This would allow dwellings to face 

the western boundary and have gardens located on the screened side of the 

properties to provide attenuation from potential rail noise and industrial noise.   

• It is also noted that drainage swales and basins are proposed along the north 

western site boundary. This may limit the potential for physical noise mitigation, 

such as noise bunds or barriers, if noise monitoring was to show that it is 

required for proposed properties along the north western boundary.  

• To the north east, the boundary will be located adjacent to a solar farm, which 

has the potential to have a small noise impact on the proposed development. 

However, the masterplan shows an areas of green space between the proposed 

properties and the boundary with the solar farm, therefore, it is likely that with 

careful site design, noise could be made to be acceptable in this area.  

• The eastern part of the site is unlikely to be significantly impacted by any noise 

sources, and therefore unlikely to require any specific noise mitigation.  

Conclusion on Questions TB6 and TB7. 

3.34 In response to the consultation questions TB6 and TB7, we do generally agree with the 

range of uses proposed for Site 4, but we do not agree with the location of the 

proposed uses. Our review of the concept plan, and utilising our understanding of the 

site informed by the technical assessments above we propose the following 

amendments to the concept masterplan assumptions: 

• The potential LEAP should be located more centrally to the site; 

• A minimum 15m buffer should be applied to all existing hedgerows (to be 

compliant with the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy); 

• There is further opportunity to create east-west links for ecological purposes and 

reduce loss of trees; 

• Amendment to the drainage strategy, removing the number of basins on the 

higher ground, moving drainage away from veteran trees and adopting the 

Wardell Armstrong drainage strategy, locating the drainage basins on the lowest 

part of the site; 



 

 

• The Primary School should be located away from Marsh Road as the current 

location is not ideal in respect of the noise and air quality environment, in 

addition, the existing location would result in the loss of a hedgerow; 

• The most eastern access to the site will need to be moved north-westwards due 

to the reduced visibility at the listed bridge; 

• There is further opportunity to increase width of green link out towards canal 

corridor and open space; 

• Opportunity for inclusion of small residential blocks to offset loss of areas for 

drainage and positively overlook any open space; 

• There is further opportunity for new pedestrian and cycle links to existing Public 

Rights of Way; 

• Opportunity to create wildlife area and also an increased accessibility to nature; 

3.35 With taking the above amendments into account, we conclude the Site 4 concept 

masterplan provides an example of a suitable and feasible masterplan which can 

deliver the proposed number of homes and uses. 

TB8. Do you agree with the proposed locations for self build and custom build housing? 

Would you prefer alternative locations? Please explain. 

3.36 There appears to be no self or custom build areas demonstrated on the proposed 

concept Plan for ‘Site 4’, however the proposed uses listed for the site does refer to 

500 dwellings ‘to include self and custom build plots’. We cannot therefore agree or 

disagree with the proposed locations as they are not specified for Site 4. 

3.37 However, if self and custom build plots are sought to be included on Site 4, our 

experience suggests that they can/may frustrate the ability for sites to come forward 

as planned and can result in issues associated to incohesive overall design, impacting 

the marketability of adjoining market plots, custom/self build plots being empty or 

unfinished for a long time, and critically viability issues with regards to contributions to 

site infrastructure. 

3.38 To this end we do not agree with the suggestion of self and custom build housing 

provision on Site 4. We reserve the right to comment further in future on the Council’s 

evidence base and approach for inclusion of self/custom build plots on sites of this 

scale. 

TB9. Is there a particular type of renewable energy that should be provided on site? 

3.39 The Sustainability Technical Note produced by Wardell Armstrong considers in detail 

renewable energy and the closely connected objective of carbon emissions reduction. 

The Note states that: 

• A detailed energy strategy will be developed for the site based on the energy 

hierarchy, firstly prioritising energy reduction (being lean), then using energy 

efficiently (being clean), and finally implementing renewable technologies (being 

green). 



 

 

• The Government is in the process of introducing its Future Homes and Future 

Buildings Standards (FHS and FBS), which are the proposed mechanisms to 

reduce and decarbonise energy use within residential and commercial 

development respectively. 

• At the start of this year the Government issued its response to the 2019 FHS 

consultation, at the same time as launching the FBS consultation. It confirmed 

that, for the FHS, the interim reduction will be a 31% reduction in carbon 

emissions relative to Part L 2013 requirements. For the FBS, the Government is 

consulting on a preferred 27% reduction in carbon emissions for non-residential 

buildings during the interim period, to facilitate the eventual realisation of zero-

carbon buildings. 

• This set out a clear timeline for the introduction of the FHS and the interim 

arrangements. It is intended (subject to the FBS consultation) that a new Part L 

2021 (and Part F 2021) will be introduced towards the end of this year and come 

into effect during 2022. This will formally instigate the interim arrangements for 

both residential and non-residential developments. Buildings approved prior to 

June 2022 and commenced prior to June 2023 will remain eligible to be built out 

under Part L 2013, but this will only apply to individual units and not a site in its 

entirety. 

• Post 2025 residential developments are expected to meet a minimum 75% 

emission reduction, allowing zero carbon homes to be developed as the 

electricity grid continues to decarbonise to bring about the zero-carbon target. 

Final confirmation on zero carbon targets for commercial buildings is still 

pending. 

• Wiltshire’s Local Plan consultation document, “Addressing Climate Change and 

Biodiversity”, suggests that all new development should be designed to achieve 

net zero carbon standards. It is important at this point to note the distinction 

between regulated and unregulated energy. Regulated energy is energy 

associated with the operation of the building itself. It includes space heating, 

domestic hot water, lighting, pumps and fans. Unregulated energy includes 

cooking and appliance use which is more reliant on the behaviour of the 

residents. Building Regulations focus on controlling regulated energy as this is 

the element that can be most influenced by the design and construction of the 

building rather than the actions of the occupants. Ofgem regulations require 

electricity users to have full access to the electricity market and to be able to 

choose their own suppliers, which limits how much control the Develeper can 

have over unregulated energy use. 

• The developer will therefore focus on reducing regulated emissions so that the 

project will be zero carbon in regulated terms in line with local and central 

government aspirations. Where influence can be exerted, the developer will 

encourage occupants to seek green and low-carbon electricity supplies to reduce 

carbon from their unregulated energy use. It is recognised that over time 

unregulated energy will be eventually be decarbonised in line with the wider 

electricity grid but this is outside of the Developer’s immediate control. 



 

 

• All proposed buildings will adopt a fabric-led approach to emissions reduction to 

ensure that the 75% to 80% reduction target, likely to be in force at the time, is 

met or exceeded. This will ensure that any emissions that result from the 

development are minimised while grid decarbonisation takes place 

• All buildings will be constructed with significantly higher levels of insulation, will 

employ materials that have lower thermal transmissivity, will have reduced 

thermal bridging and higher airtightness than is specified under current building 

regulations. 

• Provision will be made within the development to supply properties with 

renewable energy. Given the local preference for district heat networks (DHN) 

both large and micro scale renewable energy based DHN will be assessed for 

feasibility and implemented where possible. Opportunities to collaborate with 

local industry (i.e. Cereal Partners/Nestle) will be explored to identify whether 

synergies exist, especially in relation to the production of waste heat. Other 

renewable energy technologies deployed at the site could take the form of PV 

panels, air-source/ground-source heat pumps, or an alternative renewable 

technology. Depending on the construction timescales, different parts of the 

development may be subject to different building regulation regimes, so a 

flexible approach is required at this stage which will be crystallised as time goes 

on. However, regardless of the building regulations in force energy efficiency and 

low carbon emissions will be a priority. 

• Electricity based heating systems will be utilised to ensure that as the national 

grid decarbonises the site will become zero carbon from an operational energy 

standpoint. 

• Other energy/carbon reduction measures such as Waste Water Heat Recovery 

(WWHR) and Mechanical Ventilation and Heat Recovery (MVHR) will be 

considered and implemented where viable and appropriate. 

• As required by Building Regulations, the developer will undertake an energy 

assessment for each property upon completion of its build. This will form part of 

the sales documentation to new buyers and provide confidence in the energy 

performance of the build. It will also highlight areas of strength and weakness, 

which will help residents prioritise further actions they may wish to take to 

reinforce energy saving initiatives. All homes will also be fitted with smart 

meters and be wired for electric vehicle (EV) charging where appropriate parking 

is available. 

TB10. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 

3.40 We are not aware of any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be 

identified with specific regard to the proposed allocation of ‘Site 4’ for development. 



 

 

4. Summary and Conclusions 

4.1 Taking all of the above together, the summary and conclusions of our Representation 

are as follows: 

• We are supportive of the level of housing growth proposed at Trowbridge, 

however encourage the Council to consider further growth at the settlement 

given the conclusions of the SA, role and status of the Town. We accept the 

choice of the Council to adopt the TR- B Westbury Growth Point of the 

alternative scenarios, in that it still directs a significant proportion of growth 

towards Trowbridge however caution the justification of this strategy based on 

perceived impact on the SAC; 

• We advocate extending the LPR Plan Period to be in accordance with the NPPF, 

adjusting one of the delivery principles and considering further how the spatial 

options have been arrived at against truly realistic alternatives to maximise 

chances of success/compliance with the tests of soundness; 

• The land east of New Terrace/Marsh Road, Staverton, controlled by L&Q, is able 

to deliver the proposed quantum of housing development suggested and meet 

the key priorities identified for the settlement by the LPR; 

• As set out we do generally agree with the range of uses proposed for Site 4, but 

do not agree with the location of the proposed uses based on our understanding 

of the sites constraints and opportunities. With the amendments identified to 

the assumptions used to inform the sites capacity we promote the land east of 

New Terrace/Marsh Road as suitable, available and achievable for the housing 

development proposed at ‘Site 4’ and as a sustainable choice for meeting the 

needs of Trowbridge and wider County.  
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Section 1: Introduction and Context 
 
Introduction 

 
1.1. This briefing note has been prepared by Tyler Grange Group Limited on behalf of L&Q Estates in respect of Land at 

Staverton, Trowbridge (hereafter referred to as ‘the site’). The site is centred around OS grid reference ST 860 606.  

1.2. This report provides a broad description of the habitats onsite, site conditions, opportunities, constraints, and design 

advice with respect to ecology in relation to the promotion of the site for allocation within the local plan. It is also 

intended to inform the creation of a vision document. 

Context 

1.3. The site consists of seven arable grassland fields, with a mixture of management as hay meadows and intensively 

grazed pasture for horses. It is intersected by a number of field boundary hedgerows, treelines, and individual mature 

trees. To the south of the site lies the existing residential area of Staverton town and the B3105 road (Marsh Road). A 

railway, with associated embankments and a bridge, runs directly adjacent to the western boundary of the site. The 

northern boundary of the site is bordered by the River Avon. To the east lies further arable grassland fields and a canal. 

See Figure 1 below. 

 

 
Figure 1. Site context and surroundings. 
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Section 2: Methodology 
 

2.1 A desk-based study was conducted whereby records of designated sites and records of protected and priority species 

were purchased and interrogated for the site and the surrounding landscape. The following resources were consulted 

/ contacted: 

• Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the countryside (MAGIC) website1; 

• Wiltshire and Swindon Biological Records Centre (WSBRC); 

• Wiltshire Council Website2; 

• Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) website3; 

• Natural England (NE) designated sites website4; 

• Ordnance Survey mapping; and 

• Google Maps, including aerial photography. 

 
2.2 The following areas of search around the boundary of the site boundary were applied: 

• 2km for protected and priority species; 

• 2km for non-statutory and statutory designated sites; and 

• 10km for European statutory sites. 

 
2.3 A site walkover survey was undertaken by Misho Baxendale, an experienced field surveyor and member of the 

Chartered Institute for Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM), on the 26th April 2019. An update survey 

was undertaken by Lindsay Taylor, also an experience field surveyor and member of CIEEM, on the 2nd April 2020. 

2.4 The methods used during the walkover surveys broadly followed methods used in an ‘extended’ Phase I habitat survey. 

This technique provides an inventory of the habitat types present and dominant species. Note was taken of the more 

conspicuous fauna and any evidence of, or the potential for, the presence of protected notable flora and fauna. 

2.5 The findings of the data search and site walkovers were used to define the scope of Phase II surveys which were 

undertaken at the site during the 2020 survey season (all surveys were undertaken using the relevant good practice 

guidelines): 

• Badger - Site walkover to search for evidence of badger including setts, latrines and snuffle holes; 

• Bats - Ground level tree assessment. Site walkover assessing trees for their bat potential. Trees 

graded low, medium or high potential depending on features present. Features include wood-

pecker holes, knot holes, splits or cracks in branches; 

• Bats - Automated detector surveys. Eight static detectors were placed on hedgerows around the 

site (see Plan 12342/P02a) for locations). Detectors were deployed twice a month for 5 nights each 

visit (April to October totalling 70 nights). (Collins, 20165) 

• Breeding birds - Three individual visits were undertaken by a suitably experienced ornithologist in 

April, May and June. 

• GCN - eDNA surveys were undertaken of the three ponds on site and two in the adjacent land to 

the east. Samples were sent to the lab for analysis. 

 
1 https://magic.defra.gov.uk/ 
2 http://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/ 
3 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/ProtectedSites/ 
4 https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/ 
5https://cdn.bats.org.uk/pdf/Resources/Bat_Survey_Guidelines_2016_NON_PRINTABLE.pdf?mtime=20181115113931&focal=none 

https://cdn.bats.org.uk/pdf/Resources/
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• Reptiles - Artificial refugia were placed in suitable habitat and left to ‘bed in’ for 7 days. Seven visits 

were subsequently undertaken in suitable weather conditions, checking under the refugia (Froglife, 

19996). 

 
6 Froglife (1999) Reptile survey: an introduction to planning, conducting and interpreting surveys for snake and lizard conservation. Froglife advice 
sheet 10. Froglife, Halesworth. 
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Section 3: Survey Findings 

Designated Sites 

Statutorily Protected Sites 
 

3.1. There are two statutorily protected sites of concern within the ZoI of the site; the Bath and Bradford-on-Avon Bat Sites 

Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and the River Avon SAC. 

3.2. There are no other statutory designated sites within 2km of the site, however the site does fall within the Impact Risk 

Zone (IRZ) of several Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) which are designated for their biodiversity, including: 

Winsley Mines SSSI, Inwood, Warleigh SSSI, and Picket and Clanger Wood SSSI. As such, Wiltshire Council should 

consult Natural England on the likely risk of impacts on nearby statutory designated sites as a result of increase 

recreational pressure.  

Bath and Bradford-on-Avon Bats SAC 
 
Bats 

 
3.3. This SAC lies approximately 7.6km north-west of the site and is designated for the presence of Annex II bat species 

which use hibernation sites in this area, including: Greater horseshoe bat Rhinolophus ferrumequinum, Bechstein’s 

bat Myotis bechsteinii, and Lesser horseshoe bat Rhinolophus hipposideros. The Bradford-on-Avon Bats SAC is 

associated with 15% of the UK greater horseshoe bat population and is selected on the basis of the importance of this 

very large overwintering population. 

3.4. The Bradford-on-Avon Bats SAC comprises an extensive network of caves, mines, and man-made tunnels which are 

used by bats for hibernation, breeding, and mating. The grassland, watercourses, scrub, and woodland surrounding 

them are used by bats for feeding and commuting. Although these habitats are not included in the SAC designation, 

they are vital to support the bats which are a feature of the SAC. 

3.5. There are two Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) covering the Zone of Influence of this site: The Bat Special 

Areas of Conservation (SAC) Planning Guidance for Wiltshire7 (Bat SAC guidance) and the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation 

Strategy8 (TBMS). Both should be read in conjunction with each other. 

3.6. The site lies on the edge of the consultation zone for the SAC and within the 4km buffer of greater horseshoe habitat 

for a core roost as outlined in the Bat SAC Guidance and just outside (although directly adjacent to the boundary) of 

the yellow (medium risk) zone covered by the TBMS. For the purposes of this report, it is assumed that the site falls 

into the yellow zone and as such will be subject to the TBMS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
7 Bat Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) Planning Guidance for Wiltshire, Wiltshire Council, Issue 3.0 (10th September 2015) 
http://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/bat-special-areas-of-conservation-planning-guidance-for-wilthshire.pdf 
8 https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/3928/Trowbridge-Bat-Mitigation-Strategy-SPD/pdf/whsap-trowbridge-bat-mitigation-
strategy.pdf?m=637273390249630000 

http://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/bat-special-areas-of-conservation-planning-guidance-for-wilthshire.pdf
https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/3928/Trowbridge-Bat-Mitigation-Strategy-SPD/pdf/whsap-trowbridge-bat-mitigation-strategy.pdf?m=637273390249630000
https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/3928/Trowbridge-Bat-Mitigation-Strategy-SPD/pdf/whsap-trowbridge-bat-mitigation-strategy.pdf?m=637273390249630000
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In-Combination Effects - Recreational Pressure and Habitat Loss/Degradation 
 
The Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the Wiltshire Local Plan undertaken by Wiltshire Council in 

20209 identifies that there could be a ‘likely significant effect’ (LSE) on the Bradford-on-Avon Bats SAC as a 

result of development in the area due to increased recreational pressure and habitat loss/degradation. 

River Avon SAC 
 

3.7. The River Avon lies directly adjacent to the site. Whilst not designated an SAC in this area, it is designated as such 

further downstream.  

Non-Statutory Protected Sites  
 

3.8. There are four Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) located within 2km of the site (see Table 1.1 below). 

Table 1.1: Local Wildlife Sites within 2km of the site. 

Name Distance and 
direction from 
the Site 

File Code Reason for designation 

Bristol Avon 
River 

Adjacent to the 
site (north) 

ST96.043 One of the main river systems draining north-
west Wiltshire. 

Kennet & 
Avon Canal 

0.1km east SU06.049 A restored canal much used for recreation. 

Great 
Bradford 
Wood 

0.8km west ST86.030 A large ancient woodland site with semi-
natural broadleaved woodland and 
broadleaved and conifer plantation on a 
limestone plateau overlooking the River 
Frome. 

Widbrook 
Wood WWT 
Reserve 

1km south-west ST85.066 A stretch of mixed young mixed broadleaf 
planation with meadow between the river 
Avon and Kennet and Avon canal 
 

 

Habitats and Protected Species 

3.9. Following the update Phase I survey, the site was found to comprise the following habitat types (see Ecological 

Opportunities and Constraints Plan for location – 12342/P02a): 

• Ditch; 

• Hedgerows; 

• Improved grassland; 

• Poor semi-improved grassland; 

• Scattered broadleaved trees; and 

• Ponds. 

 

 
9 https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/4541/Habitats-Regulations-Assessment-February-
2020/pdf/Habitats_Regulations_Assessment_February_2020.pdf?m=637347432760070000 
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3.10. The findings of the desk study and Phase I habitat surveys informed the scope of further protected species surveys at 

the site which comprised bat surveys (a ground level tree assessment for roosting bats, automated bat activity 

surveys), breeding bird surveys, eDNA surveys for great crested newt Triturus cristatus and reptile surveys. 

3.11. Table 2.1 below summarise the results of the surveys. 

Table 2.1: Summary of findings of the protected species surveys undertaken at the site. 

Species Summary of results 

Badger 4 records returned from WSBRC, location withheld by Local Badger Group. 

Two disused badger setts shown at Target Notes 2 and 3 on plan 12342/P02a. 

1 Bats Data search 828 records returned from within 2km, totalling 15 species including greater 

horseshoe (120 records), lesser horseshoe bat (127 records), barbastelle 

Barbastellus barbastellus (3 records) and Bechstein’s bat (99 records) amongst 

others. 

Ground level tree 

assessment 

Fifteen trees were found to have bat roosting potential (BRP) (see 12342/P02a 

for locations.  

Trees with low BRP – T1, T10, T12 

Trees with moderate BRP – T2, T3, T5, T6, T13, T14, T15 

Trees with high BRP – T4, T7, T8 (a cluster of three trees), T9, T11 

Automated 

detector surveys 

Species recorded:  

• Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus; 

• Soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus; 

• Myotis sp.; 

• Bechstein’s bat (unable to identify for certain but calls were indicative 

of) Myotis bechsteinii; 

• Serotine Eptesicus serotinus; 

• Brown long-eared bat Plecotus auritus; 

• Greater horseshoe bat Rhinolophus ferrumequinum; 

• Lesser horseshoe bat Rhinolophus hipposideros; 

• Noctule Nyctalus noctula; 

• Barbastelle Barbastella barbastellus; and 

• Nathusius’s pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii. 

 

Most species were recorded at all locations. 

Lesser horseshoe bats were recorded at all locations. 

Greater horseshoe bats were recorded at Locations 1,2,4,5,6,7, and 8. 

Barbastelle were recorded at Locations 1,2,5,6,7 and 8. 

Bechstein’s bat were recorded at Location 1 only. 

Breeding birds Records of 35 species of farmland and riparian habitat species returned from 

within 2km. 
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Birds of Conservation Concern (BoCC)10 recorded during the surveys: 

• Song thrush Turdus philomelos; 

• Dunnock Prunella modularis; 

• Starling Sturnus vulgaris; 

• House sparrow Passer domesticus; 

• Swift Apus Apus; 

• House martin Delichon urbicum; and  

• Linnet Linaria cannabina. 

GCN 1 record of great crested newt returned from 1.7km to the south of the site. 

eDNA surveys undertaken on the three ponds on site and two in adjacent land 

to the east yielded negative results. 

Reptiles 1 record of slow worm Anguis fragilis returned from 1km to the east of the site. 

A small population (Froglife, 1999) of slow worm was found in the section of tall 

ruderal vegetation adjacent to the river in the north of the site (peak count of 

two). 

 

 
10https://www.bto.org/sites/default/files/shared_documents/publications/birds-conservation-concern/birds-of-conservation-concern-4-
leaflet.pdf 
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Section 4: Ecological Opportunities and Constraints 
 
Designated Sites  

Bath and Bradford-on-Avon Bats SAC 

Bats 

4.1. Bat species associated with the SAC were recorded across the whole site. As such, specific mitigation as per the TBMS 

will be required. 

4.2. The TBMS states: 

• “Development proposals within this zone must provide appropriate survey of bats. 

 

• Development proposals within this zone must mitigate for all impacts on target bat species on site 

through retaining and enhancing wide swathes of unlit bat habitat with associated buffer zones. 

Housing is expected to be provided at lower density to achieve this. Development areas and the 

area required for bat mitigation for each allocated site within the WHSAP have been estimated 

and are set out in Table 4. For each allocated site, it is anticipated that in most circumstances the 

full residual green space will be required for mitigation. 

 
• Development proposals within this zone should expect to make a payment for strategic habitat 

mitigation.” 

 

• It is expected that all direct and indirect impacts in bat habitat will be mitigated within the site. It 

is expected that core bat habitat will be retained and reinforced and enhanced as dark zones to 

retain connectivity for bats in the landscape. The most important general principle is that wide 

swathes of land are required to be set aside as core bat habitat in order to retain a permeable and 

functioning landscape for the target species; 

 
• Adequate buffer zones must be provided for retained, enhanced or newly created core bat habitat. 

A minimum standoff distance of 15m from the development to the outside edge of any part of the 

bat core habitat is required to be provided as a buffer zone.” 

 
4.3. With regards to lighting, Figure 2 below (taken from the TBMS) indicates where increased lighting is permitted along 

features of bat core habitat, shown as Zone A. As greater horseshoe bats, lesser horseshoe bats, Bechstein’s bat and 

barbastelle were recorded across the whole site, it can be assumed that all hedgerows onsite fall into this category. 

Zone A should be completely dark (<0.2 lux on the horizontal plane and <0.4 lux on the vertical), Zone B a maximum 

of 1 lux and Zone where there are no limits but must be sensitive to achieve levels within zones A and B. 
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Figure 2: Indication of buffer zones to core bat habitat as required by the TBMS. Image taken 
from the TBMS (see footnote 7) 
 
In-combination Effects – Recreational Pressure and Habitat Loss/ Degradation 

4.4. As set out in the TBMS, developer contributions will be required for habitat management (currently c.£777 per 

dwelling) and for strategic recreational pressure mitigation (currently £641 per dwelling) which will go towards the 

provision of a large Suitable Area of Natural Greenspace (SANG) within the area (to be acquired and established by 

Wiltshire Council). 

4.5. The section below describes appropriate mitigation measures that should be applied when designing the development 

layout. These are in line with the TBMS and the Bat SAC Guidance and will ensure the development does not impact 

on these species.  

River Avon SAC 

4.6. To prevent impacts to the SAC precautions should be adopted to prevent impacts to water quality through 

contaminated site run-off or through potential drainage impacts. These should be included as part of a Construction 

Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and as part of the drainage strategy.  

Habitats and Protected Species 

4.7. Plan (12342/P02a) shows the ecological constraints posed following the protected species surveys but also highlights 

opportunities within the site to protect and enhance key habitats, as well as the creation of new habitats. 

4.8. Constraints include: 

• 15m buffer zones around all features of importance for the bats described in the TBMS (see above); 

• Habitat where reptiles were recorded should be retained and enhanced onsite to avoid further mitigation 

methods such as trapping the resident population and translocating them to an offsite receptor site; 

• Surveys for otter and water vole will be required on the wet ditch and surrounding area if they are to be 

affected by the proposals. Designs should include a buffer of the ditch and river and these areas kept as unlit 

corridors; 

• Surveys will be required on all trees with bat potential that are to be affected either through removal or 

impacted upon by increased lighting; 

• 15m buffer zone around individual trees if they are to be affected and further surveys confirm a roost 

(licence); 

• All hedgerows on site have potential for dormouse therefore further surveys will be required in any 

hedgerows are to be removed; 
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• No licence is required for the two disused badger setts (Target Notes 2 and 3). However the site should be 

monitored to ensure they do not become occupied, and no new setts appear; 

• A CEMP should be prepared for the site, written to British Standards (BS42020:2013), which would be 

implemented to ensure no impacts occur during construction to any retained habitats both on and off site, 

including protected sites. This will incorporate standard best practice measures to prevent impacts such as 

from noise, vibration, air quality and dust, as well as stringent pollution control measure to ensure the 

adjacent River Avon LWS, and subsequently the SAC further downstream, is not impacted by the 

development.  This could be controlled by an appropriately worded planning condition. 

 

4.9. Opportunities to enhance the site, as shown on 12342/P02a are: 

• Enhancement of the area adjacent to the river into a wildlife area, accessible by the new residents. New 

planting should create a mosaic of tussocky grassland and scrub which will encourage new species to colonise, 

particularly invertebrates. This in turn will improve the site habitats for other species, such as birds and bats; 

• The area along the ditch should be integrated into the wildlife area as part of the multi-functional blue/green 

infrastructure, with wetland planting creating new habitats on site and encouraging aquatic and riparian 

invertebrates to colonise; 

• The wildlife area should improve access to nature for the new residents, with informal mown paths, 

interactive nature trails and interpretation boards guiding them through; 

• Hedgerows could be enhanced with native, ecologically beneficial stock, improving foraging opportunities for 

birds and bats; 

• In addition, the 15m buffer zones for bats described above could be enhanced through transitional planting, 

allowing wildlife corridors to be maintained through the site for a wide variety of species;  

• Provision of bat and bird boxes on retained trees and integrated into new buildings will enhance nesting and 

roosting opportunities within the site;  

• Provision of a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP), which could be controlled by planning 

condition, will be fundamental to the delivery of habitat creation and enhancements to mitigate for the losses 

required and delivery net gains for biodiversity; 

• An appropriate lighting strategy (which could be controlled by way of a condition on any future consent) 

would ensure new lighting is be designed sensitively to avoid impacts to light0intolerant bat species and will 

allow the retention of dark corridors throughout the site; and 

• Building with Nature11, the UK’s first green infrastructure benchmark providing “a framework of quality 

standards, an assessment and accreditation service and national awards recognising the design and delivery 

of high-quality green infrastructure”, could be considered for this site.  

 

Biodiversity Net Gain 

4.10. There is a requirement in the Wiltshire Core Strategy (Core Policy 50)12 for “all development to demonstrate no net 

loss of biodiversity and for major applications the expectation is that development will deliver a net gain”. 

4.11. In addition, the National Planning Policy Framework encourages applications to provide measurable net gain and a 

value of 10% net gain will be the requirement following the ratification of the Environment Bill later on in the year. 

4.12. Should a planning application be forthcoming in the future, the enhancements described above will work towards 

providing a biodiversity net gain which will be quantified by the use of the DEFRA Biodiversity Net Gain Metric 2.0.  

 
11 https://www.buildingwithnature.org.uk/about 
12 https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/372/Wiltshire-Core-Strategy-adopted-2015/pdf/Wcs.pdf?m=637099399373530000 
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Conclusion 

4.13. Overall, there are no over-riding ecological constraints to the development of this scheme providing that the measures 

described above are adhered to and incorporated into the green infrastructure. As such, any future development will 

be in conformity with relevant policy and legislation.
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Appendix 1: Planning Policy and Legislation 
 
Legislation 

 
A1.1. Specific habitats and species receive legal protection in the UK under various pieces of legislation, including: 

  
• The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended); 

• The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2018; 

• The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000; 

• The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006; 

• The Hedgerows Regulations 1997; and 

• The Protection of Badgers Act 1992. 

 

A1.2. The European Council Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Flora and Fauna, 1992, often 

referred to as the 'Habitats Directive', provides for the protection of key habitats and species considered of 

European importance. Annexes II and IV of the Directive list all species considered of community interest. The 

legal framework to protect the species covered by the Habitats Directive has been enacted under UK law through 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2018 (as amended). 

 
A1.2. In Britain, the WCA 1981 (as amended) is the primary legislation protecting habitats and species. SSSIs, repre-

senting the best examples of our natural heritage, are notified under the WCA 1981 (as amended) by reason of 

their flora, fauna, geology or other features. All breeding birds, their nests, eggs and young are protected under 

the Act, which makes it illegal to knowingly destroy or disturb the nest site during nesting season. Schedules 1, 

5 and 8 afford protection to individual birds, other animals and plants. 

 
A1.3. The CRoW Act 2000 strengthens the species enforcement provisions of the WCA 1981 (as amended) and makes 

it an offence to 'recklessly' disturb a protected animal whilst it is using a place of rest or shelter or breeding/nest 

site. 

 
Local Planning Policy 

 
A1.4. The site falls within the administrative district of Wiltshire Council. The Council’s planning policies are set out in 

the Wiltshire Core Strategy (January 2015).  

 
A1.5. Local Policies forming part of the Core Strategy relating to ecology that will need to be considered as part of 

development proposals are: 

• Core Policy 50: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Core Policy 52: Green Infrastructure 

• Core Policy 55: Air Quality 

• Core Policy 57: Ensuring High Quality Design and Place Shaping 

A1.6. Core Policy 50 states that; “There is an expectation that such features shall be retained, buffered, and managed 

favourably in order to maintain their ecological value, connectivity and functionality in the long-term. Where it 
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has been demonstrated that such features cannot be retained, removal or damage shall only be acceptable in 

circumstances where the anticipated ecological impacts have been mitigated as far as possible and appropriate 

compensatory measures can be secured to ensure no net loss of the local biodiversity resource and secure the 

integrity of local ecological networks and provision of ecosystem services. 

 
All development proposals shall incorporate appropriate measures to avoid and reduce disturbance of 
sensitive wildlife species and habitats throughout the lifetime of the development. 

 
Any development potentially affecting a Natura 2000 site must provide avoidance measures in 
accordance with the strategic plans or guidance set out in paragraphs 6.75-6.77 above where possible, 
otherwise bespoke measures must be provided to demonstrate that the proposals would have no 
adverse effect upon the Natura 2000 network. Any development that would have an adverse effect on 
the integrity of a European nature conservation site will not be in accordance with the Core Strategy. 

 
Biodiversity enhancement 
 
All development should seek opportunities to enhance biodiversity. Major development in particular 
must include measures to deliver biodiversity gains through opportunities to restore, enhance and create 
valuable habitats, ecological networks and ecosystem services. Such enhancement measures will 
contribute to the objectives and targets of the Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) or River Basin/Catchment 
Management Plan, particularly through landscape scale projects, and be relevant to the local landscape 
character. 

 
Local sites 

 
Sustainable development will avoid direct and indirect impacts upon local sites through sensitive site 
location and layout, and by maintaining sufficient buffers and ecological connectivity with the wider 
environment. Damage or disturbance to local sites will generally be unacceptable, other than in 
exceptional circumstances where it has been demonstrated that such impacts: 

 
i. cannot reasonably be avoided 

ii. are reduced as far as possible 

iii. are outweighed by other planning considerations in the public interest 

iv. where appropriate compensation measures can be secured through planning obligations or 

agreements. 

 
Development proposals affecting local sites must make a reasonable contribution to their favourable 
management in the long-term.” 
 

A1.7. Core Policy 52 states that; “Development shall make provision for the retention and enhancement of Wiltshire’s 

green infrastructure network and shall ensure that suitable links to the network are provided and maintained. 

Where development is permitted developers will be required to: 

 
i. retain and enhance existing on site green infrastructure 

ii. make provision for accessible open spaces in accordance with the requirements of the adopted 

Wiltshire Open Space Standards 

iii. put measures in place to ensure appropriate long-term management of any green infrastruc-

ture directly related to the development 

iv. provide appropriate contributions towards the delivery of the Wiltshire Green Infrastructure 

Strategy 



 

 

Land at Staverton, Trowbridge,  
Ecological Opportunities and Constraints 

12342_R03a_24th February 2021_LT_HM Appendix 1 Page 3 

v. identify and provide opportunities to enhance and improve linkages between the natural and 

historic landscapes of Wiltshire. 

 
If damage or loss of existing green infrastructure is unavoidable, the creation of new or replacement 
green infrastructure equal to or above its current value and quality, that maintains the integrity and 
functionality of the green infrastructure network, will be required. 
 
Proposals for major development107 should be accompanied by an audit of the existing green 
infrastructure within and around the site and a statement demonstrating how this will be retained and 
enhanced through the development process. 
 
Development will not adversely affect the integrity and value of the green infrastructure network, 
prejudice the delivery of the Wiltshire Green Infrastructure Strategy, or provide inadequate green 
infrastructure mitigation.  
 
Green infrastructure projects and initiatives that contribute to the delivery of a high quality and highly 
valued multi-functional green infrastructure network in accordance with the Wiltshire Green 
Infrastructure Strategy will be supported. Contributions (financial or other) to support such projects and 
initiatives will be required where appropriate from developers. 
 

A1.8. Core Policy 55 states that; “Development proposals, which by virtue of their scale, nature or location are likely 

to exacerbate existing areas of poor air quality, will need to demonstrate that measures can be taken to effec-

tively mitigate emission levels in order to protect public health, environmental quality and amenity. Mitigation 

measures should demonstrate how they will make a positive contribution to the aims of the Air Quality Strategy 

for Wiltshire and where relevant, the Wiltshire Air Quality Action Plan. Mitigation may include: 

 
i. landscaping, bunding or separation to increase distance from highways and junctions 

ii. possible traffic management or highway improvements to be agreed with the local authority 

iii. abatement technology and incorporating site layout/separation and other conditions in site 

planning 

iv. traffic routing, site management, site layout and phasing 

v. where appropriate, contributions will be sought toward the mitigation of the impact a devel-

opment may have on levels of air pollutants.” 

 
A1.9. Core Policy 57 states that; “…Applications for new development must be accompanied by appropriate infor-

mation to demonstrate how the proposal will make a positive contribution to the character of Wiltshire through: 

… 
ii. the retention and enhancement of existing importance landscaping and natural features, (e.g. trees, 
hedges, banks and watercourses, in order to take opportunities to enhance biodiversity, create wildlife 
and recreational corridors, effectively integrate the development into its setting and to justify and 
mitigate against any losses that may occur through the development.” 
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Plan:  
 
Plan 1: Ecological Opportunities and Constraints – 12342/P02a 
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Technical Note 1: Access and Movement  
 

Land at Staverton, Trowbridge (Site 4)  

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Neil Brant Consulting (NBC) has been appointed by L&Q Estates Ltd. (L&Q) to provide advice on matters of 

highways and transportation in respect of land north of to the north of Marsh Road, in Staverton, 

Trowbridge.  

Scope and Purpose 

1.2 This note considers matters of access to the preferred housing allocation, Trowbridge Site 4, as set out in 

the Site Selection Report1, Settlement Plan2 and Transport Review3 prepared and submitted for 

consultation by Wiltshire Council. 

Note Content 

1.3 This note provides a high level overview of access and accessibility of Site 4 so as to inform the consultation 

of the Local Plan Review in respect of the feasibility of access as well as how the site addresses issues of 

sustainability relevant to accessibility. The remainder of this note is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 – establishes the existing conditions of the transport network and travel behaviour 

relevant to the site; 

• Section 3 - sets out the principles and approach to achieving sustainable movement 

(accessibility) and access to development of the site; 

• Section 4 – provides a review of the Council’s site selection and planning reports relevant to 

transport matters as well as the Council’s transport review; 

• Section 5 – sets out initial proposals for a sustainable and innovative access strategy; 

• Section 6 – Provides a summary and conclusions from this report.  

 
1 Wiltshire Council, Local Plan Looking to the Future, Site Selection Report for Trowbridge (Wiltshire Council, January 2021) 
2 Wiltshire Council, Local Plan Looking to the Future, Planning for Trowbridge (Wiltshire Council, January 2021) 
3 Atkins, Wiltshire Local Plan Transport Review (Wiltshire Council, January 2021) 
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2. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Site Location 

2.1 The site is located on agricultural land to the north east of the B3105 Marsh Road to the east of the village 

of Staverton, which itself now forms part of the Trowbridge urban area. The Site Selection Report 

references the land as; ‘Land north of Marsh Road, Staverton’ (3668) and ‘Land north of Marsh Farm 2’ 

(3687)4. 3668 forms the western land parcel abutting the railway and 3687 that to the east abutting the 

canal. Collectively, they have been identified by the Council as preferred Site 4, and this is illustrated in 

Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1: Site Location 

 
2.2 Site 4 is located in the unitary administrative area of Wiltshire Council who act as both Local Planning 

Authority and Highway Authority. Trowbridge is the County town for Wiltshire and has been subject to 

significant new residential development over the past 20 years. The site sits on the northern edge of the 

Trowbridge urban area at a distance of c2km from the town centre. 

 
4  NB. incorrect SHELAA reference attributed to the site at Pg19 of Site Selection Report 
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Local Transport Network - Roads 

2.6 Site 4 has direct frontage on to the B3105 Marsh Road locally known as New Terrace, along its full width 

between the canal and west of Cottles Barton. Highway records (HMPE) have been acquired from Wiltshire 

Council for the local highway network and are reproduced above in Figure 2, with the extent of site frontage 

(blue boundary) shown for the purposes of context. 

Figure 2: Extent of Public Highway 

 
2.7 This section of the B3105 is formed as an urban single carriageway road subject to a 30mph speed limit 

with street lighting and adjacent footways and verges. To the south residential properties have direct 

frontage access to the road with dropped kerbs and crossovers formed. The nature of Marsh Road reflects 

the function and purpose of an urban street.  

2.8 The overall road corridor width is circa 9.25m to back of verges/footways and up to 11.5m to the centreline 

of the hedge, along its frontage and which provides for a relatively wide perspective for road users and 

enables footways and verges to be formed or upgraded adjacent to both sides of the road. 

2.9 From the inspection of the highway and land registry plans, supported by site visits, it is evident that the 

site benefits from direct frontage to highway land over a length of circa 420m, as illustrated on Figure 2 

above. To the west of the Cottles Barton roundabout there is a small utility compound (gas governor) that 

insets into the site area. 

2.10 The B3105 Marsh Road acts as the northern road corridor into Trowbridge serving as a route from Holt, 

Melksham and Bradford on Avon. The Trowbridge Traffic Model estimates peak hour traffic flow as being 
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1,700vph and 1,600vph in the AM and PM peaks respectively5. For the purposes of comparison and 

perspective, these traffic volumes are in the same range as those on the A361 and A350 primary routes 

locally, but half of those on County Way. 

2.11 To the south of the site the B3105 provides connections to the new Hilperton Relief Road (Elizabeth Way), 

Canal Road Industrial Estate and northern parts of the town centre, with the main junctions formed as 

conventional roundabouts. To the west of the site the B3105 passes over the River Avon via a humped 

bridge with restricted width, before splitting immediately to the north of the bridge to form the B3106 to 

Melksham and B3105 ahead before again splitting to serve Bradford on Avon via the B3107 and onwards 

(B3105) towards the A363. 

2.12 At the river crossing, a combination of the restricted bridge width and fork in the road creates the need for 

the shuttle working traffic signals to accommodate three separate traffic streams i.e. 3-way lights. It is 

understood that the shuttle working lights are a local constraint to the freeflow of traffic at peak times and 

despite the deterrence (travel time) that the traffic signals create, the B3105 and B3106 remain attractive 

routes for travel towards Melksham, Chippenham, Bradford on Avon and Bath. The alternative routes are 

likely to be no more attractive (travel times) due to the increased journey distances involved from parts of 

Trowbridge and the surrounding area.  

Public Transport 

2.13 The nearest bus stops to Site 4 are located on Marsh Road (4 No.) and Cottles Barton (2 No.), which are 

served by the No. 68 service. Whilst the site area is contained within reasonable walking distance of this 

bus route, if feasible, it may be beneficial to re-route the service through the site. Whichever approach is 

adopted, all of the site area would nonetheless be within walking distance of a bus service. 

2.14 The 68 route, operated by Faresaver and Frome Buses, operates between Corsham and Melksham to 

Trowbridge via the B3105 Marsh Road and Cottles Barton. The Faresaver 68 route, as illustrated by the 

Moovit website6, is shown in Figure 3 below. The combined service provides a bus every hour with the 

majority of services routing along Marsh Road, but a few operated by Faresaver routing via Cottles Barton. 

Both routes pass the frontage of Site 4. 

2.15 Whilst a bus services operates past the site, it does not cover the AM and PM commute times particularly 

well. This is significant as travel to work in Trowbridge is well contained at 68%, of which circa 30% use 

public transport and overall, circa 20% of all residents’ commute using public transport. 

  

 

 
5 Wiltshire Council, Trowbridge Traffic Model 2026 (PFA Consulting, May 2018) 
6 Moovit: MaaS Solutions & the #1 Urban Mobility App 

https://moovit.com/
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Figure 3: Existing Public Transport 

 
2.16 Trowbridge rail station is located c2km from the site and therefore within reasonable cycling distance. 

Southwestern and Great Western train services operate from the station between Bristol and Westbury, 

where onward direct or connecting journeys can be made. The station has dedicated car and cycle parking 

as well as being connected by bus services that operate past the site.  

2.17 In summary, the site is located within cycling distance of a station on the Westbury to Bristol main line. Bus 

services that pass close to the site (within easy walking distance) also route via the town centre and the 

station via the Canal Road Industrial Estate (local area of employment). The level of bus provision locally is 

conveniently close but lacks peak time services.     
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Walking & Cycling 

2.18 The propensity to walk to access services and facilities will vary between individuals.  Those with impaired 

mobility can be expected to walk less far. More generally, people will walk at different speeds and with 

different levels of ease. 

2.19 For a range of trip types, the IHT suggests 400m (c. 5 minutes) to be a desirable walking distance, 800m (c. 

10 minute walk) to be acceptable and 1,200m (c. 15 minute walk) to be the preferred maximum.  For 

specific journey purposes (e.g. commuting and education), the propensity to walk is reported to be greater 

than this at round 2km (c. 25 minute walk). 

2.20 Manual for Streets7 (MfS) does not quote specific acceptable or maximum walking distances.  Similarly, no 

distances are stated in national transport policy (e.g. the NPPF). MfS does, however, state that:  

“Walkable neighbourhoods are typically characterised by having a range of facilities within 10 minutes’ 

(up to about 800 m) walking distance of residential areas which residents may access comfortably on foot. 

However, this is not an upper limit and PPS13 states that walking offers the greatest potential to replace 

short car trips, particularly those under 2km. 

2.21 Staverton CoE Primary School is located c250m from the site frontage to Marsh Road and therefore within 

easy walking distance. Other facilities such as convenience shopping (750m) and healthcare (2km) are 

further away but remain within reasonable walking distance. All three current Secondary Schools in 

Trowbridge are located on the western edge of the town and the distances to them (c3km) from the site 

are not dissimilar to other development areas, such as Hilperton. 

2.22 Footway provision locally is good and at most would only potentially require localised minor improvements, 

such as a creating consistent widths and with dropped kerbs and tactile paving at crossing points. The B3105 

Marsh Road corridor width along the site frontage could potentially accommodate a shared 

pedestrian/cycleway and this could be continued into the site. 

2.23 In summary, the site is accessible to local amenities and facilities. Some distances are at the upper end of 

that desired but pedestrian provision is very good.  

Road Safety 

2.24 Figure 4 below shows the location and severity of casualty road traffic accidents in the immediate vicinity 

of the site. 

 

 

 

 
7 Department for Transport, Manual for Streets (HMSO, 2007)  
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Figure 4: Road Traffic Accidents 

 
2.25 There has been one recorded road traffic accidents along the Site 4 frontage to Marsh Road over the past 

5-year period, the details of which are presented below. 

 
2.26 The accident involved a three vehicle shunt, with two of those vehicles being stationary at the time. The 

proximity of the accident to the overbridge of the canal, which has limited forward visibility, would possibly 

suggest that this was a contributing factor.  

2.27 The other nearest accidents occurred at the have been at the Kings Arms roundabout (Serious severity) and 

two (Slight severity) at the junction of School Lane. 
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2.28 In summary, the accident in close proximity to the canal overbridge, which has restricted forward visibility, 

would highlight the need for caution when considering the location of potential access to Site 4 at the 

eastern end. Otherwise, there does not appear to be any existing road safety issues that would preclude 

the suitability of development at Site 4 or the principal of taking access from Marsh Road. 

Public Rights of Way 

2.29 The only section of Public Right of Way (PRoW) across the site is Bridleway Stav1, see Figure 5 below, that 

runs along the southern river edge and which would need consideration in the masterplanning process. 

However, with the route being peripheral to the likely development area, it should not impede or need 

diverting as part of any on site layout or masterplan. However, it does offer opportunity for leisure use 

from development of the site. 

Figure 5: Public Rights of Way 

 
2.30 Running along the eastern side of the site, but outside of its boundary, is the canal side path STAV3, that 

offers excellent recreational opportunities for walking and cycling. 
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Travel Patterns 

2.31 Commute travel patterns for the area surrounding Site 4 are recorded in the Census data for MSOA 

Wiltshire030 and reference has been made to this data via the Datashine software8 and an extract provided 

below at Figure 6.  

2.32 In terms of relationships with other towns and predominant commute patterns, other than those contained 

within Trowbridge - Melksham, BoA, Corsham, Westbury, Devizes and Bath are all significant employment 

locations serving the town. 

Figure 6: Trowbridge Commute Patterns  

 
2.33 When these commute patterns are considered in terms of vehicular route assignment, putting aside those 

that will travel by bus and rail such as from Trowbridge station (see paragraph 2.14 above), it is possible to 

make some broad assumptions on the relative significance of key routes to facilitating Site 4, and this is 

presented in below. 

2.34 In summary of Table 1 below, in the order of 35% of commute traffic could be expected to typically route 

via Elizabeth Way, 33% via the B3105 traffic signal controlled bridge over the River Avon, and 23% through 

the town. The remaining 9% has no defined route and would be assumed to distribute proportionately 

across the network. 

2.35 Whilst commuting only forms one journey purpose, the data is useful in providing a general understanding 

of key routes and potential for traffic impacts upon them from Site 4.   

 

 
8 DataShine, Interactive mapping for large, open demographic data sets, Journal of Maps (Oliver O'Brien & James Cheshire, 2016)  
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Table 1: Trowbridge Commute Routes 

Work Location % Route Route % 
Bath 10.77% B3105 via Woolley Green 

18.15% 
Bristol 0.60% B3105 via Woolley Green 
Corsham 5.22% B3105 via Woolley Green 
Filton 1.56% B3105 via Woolley Green 
Trowbridge - Central 16.39% B3106 to Town 

 
 

22.76% 
  

Trowbridge - Central 0.84% B3106 to Town 

Trowbridge - Central 3.62% B3106 to Town 

Trowbridge - Grove 1.59% B3106 to Town 

Norton Radstock 0.32% B3106 to Town 
Bradford on Avon 2.75% B3107 to BoA 

4.83% Winsley 1.52% B3107 to BoA 
Swindon 0.56% B3107 to BoA 
Calne 1.12% B3107 via Holt 

9.85% 
Chippenham 3.95% B3107 via Holt 
Malmesbury 0.28% B3107 via Holt 
Melksham 4.06% B3107 via Holt 
RAF Lyneham 0.44% B3107 via Holt 
Trowbridge - Hilperton 3.55% Elizabeth Way 

13.56% Trowbridge - Paxcroft 2.95% Elizabeth Way 

Trowbridge - Southwick 7.06% Elizabeth Way 

Andover 0.28% Elizabeth Way to A350 

21.39% 

Larkhill 0.36% Elizabeth Way to A350 
Market Lavington 0.96% Elizabeth Way to A350 
Bowerhill 4.63% Elizabeth Way to A350 
Mere 0.24% Elizabeth Way to A350 
Salisbury 0.88% Elizabeth Way to A350 
Sutton Venney 1.08% Elizabeth Way to A350 
Tidworth 0.32% Elizabeth Way to A350 
Warminster 1.71% Elizabeth Way to A350 
Westbury 4.86% Elizabeth Way to A361 
Devizes 4.31% Elizabeth Way to A361 
Frome 1.16% Elizabeth Way to A361 
Rode 0.60% Elizabeth Way to A361 
No fixed place 9.49%  9.49% 
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3. PRINCIPLE CONSIDERATIONS - ACCESS & MOVEMENT 

Good planning and design  

3.1 A hierarchical approach to travel, placing greatest emphasis on the most sustainable forms of travel and 

cascading downwards to road based travel has been embraced and fully adopted in the merging access 

strategy and masterplan proposals for Site 4. 

3.2 In the first instance, a mix of complementary land uses is being proposed across Site 4 and the adjacent Site 

5 that will provide for many of the everyday needs of residents, employees and visitors and thereby 

negating a need to travel outside of the development and further afield. At this time, a target figure of 15% 

containment of all travel within Sites 4 and 5 combined is considered to be a realistic starting point and 

setting aside any Green Travel Plan initiatives or digital infrastructure provision. 

3.3 Of equal importance is the wider containment of travel within Trowbridge, a significant local area of 

employment, to maximise the economic benefit of the development to the County as a whole as well as 

reducing the overall distance travelled to access employment and everyday facilities and services, where 

there is a greater propensity for active travel over shorter travel distances.   

3.4 The DfT publication Building Sustainable Transport into New Developments9 forms part of the 

Government’s advice on transport within Growth Points and sets out advice on how to build an effective 

sustainable transport system in new developments, from the planning to the implementation stage. It 

recommends a variety of transport options to integrate and adopt according to the location and needs of 

the individual development. 

3.5 Sustainability can only be delivered through measures that are secure over the long term and Growth Points 

should therefore foster an ethos of green travel from the outset by integrating sustainable travel choices 

into their planning and design process.  

3.6 Manual for Streets10 (MfS) reminds us of the need to comply with disability legislation, such as the Disability 

Discrimination Act 1995. 

A street design which accommodates the needs of children and disabled people is likely to suit most, if not 

all, user types  

Sustainable transport and planning  

3.7 In order to influence travel behaviour, it is imperative that the future needs of a community are considered 

and captured through good quality planning before infrastructure is put in place. Opportunities must be 

taken within the planning process to make cycling, walking and public transport the modes of choice for 

 
9 Department for Transport, Building Sustainable Transport into New Developments: A Menu of Options for Growth Points and Eco-towns (HMSO, 2008)  
10 Department for Transport, Manual for Streets (HMSO, 2007)  
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new development. Theses modes must be made more convenient for the majority of journeys than car 

usage, in order to promote genuine modal shift.  

Designing development in a sustainable way  

3.8 The layout of a development has a significant impact on how people choose to travel. Good design is key 

to maximising sustainable transport usage and reducing the need to travel. Streets should be primarily 

designed to accommodate the needs of pedestrians, cyclists and public transport to make sustainable 

modes of travel attractive, convenient and accessible. MfS concentrates on the provision of residential 

streets with particular emphasis on sustainability (economic, social and environmental) and the importance 

of considering pedestrians and cyclists in the design process and it provides essential guidance. MfS 

suggests that designers should consider following a user hierarchy in the street design process:  

first Pedestrians              Cyclists              Public transport               service vehicles              last motor traffic 

Street design  

3.9 Street design within development should provide comprehensive and direct networks for walking, cycling 

and public transport, with routes for private motor traffic taking a lower priority. This may include providing 

additional routes for sustainable modes. Networks should serve all the key services and trip generators 

within and beyond the development. Providing sustainable modes with such a ‘permeable’ network can 

give them an advantage over private car users and so reduce the tendency for people to drive, especially 

for short journeys.  

3.10 MfS also reminds us that we don’t just use streets as a functional conduit to travel, but also for socialising, 

resting, playing, and other activities. There are many needs to fulfil in good design and place making, and 

it is important that the many functions of a street are given weighted consideration.  

3.11 The inclusion of design features to cater for active travel users, including the disabled, can only add to the 

sense of place, prevent motor vehicles from dominating, and encourage journeys on foot. 

Propensity to Walk & Cycle 

3.12 Walking and cycling are the most efficient modes of transport available, with the greatest number of 

travellers per square unit of highway. Walking should always be the priority in design and promoted 

through improved infrastructure and awareness. 

3.13 Despite the importance of walking and cycling as a mode of travel there is no definitive guidance on the 

distance that individuals will be willing or able to walk to everyday facilities and amenities. Whilst there is 

guidance on what might be considered a desirable distance in reality the propensity to walk to access 

services will vary between individuals. Those with impaired mobility can be expected to walk far less. 
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3.14 The document, Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot11, suggests that the preferred maximum 

walking distance for commuting journeys is 2km and that approximately 80% of walk journeys in urban 

areas are less than 1.6km. A further publication, Guidelines for Planning for Public Transport in 

Developments12 indicates that the maximum walking distance to a bus stop should not exceed 400 metres 

(5 minutes). MfS does not quote specific acceptable or maximum walking distances to or from bus stops. 

Similarly, no distances are stated in national transport policy including importantly the NPPF213. However, 

the MfS does state: 

“Walkable neighbourhoods are typically characterised by having a range of facilities within 10 minutes’ 

(up to 800m) walking distance of residential areas which residents may access comfortably on foot. 

However, this is not an upper limit and PPS13 states that walking offers the greatest potential to replace 

short car trips, particularly those under 2km.” 

3.15 A relatively recent study published in Local Transport Today (LTT 13-26th October 2017) established that 

the distance up to which people would ordinarily walk as being the 85%ile and the mean being the average. 

The study concludes that it is the 85%ile rate that should be used as the defining criteria for accessibility of 

new development. The following mean and 85%ile walking distances, based on journey purposes, are 

proposed by the study: 

• All journey purposes catchment for residential development – 1,950m 

• Access to bus services – 580m mean up to 810m 85%ile 

• Education (escorted trips) – 1,000m mean up to 1,600, 85%ile 

3.16 The LTT study established mean and 85%ile distance for cycling and concluded that for the purposes of 

development planning: 

• residential areas should be considered in the context of their 85%ile catchment of 7,250m of everyday 

amenities and facilities. 

Bus Routes 

3.17 So as to place all parts of the development within a reasonable walking distance of a public transport (bus) 

services it will be necessary to provide a centrally located road through the development. The design 

criteria for the road will need to meet the swept path requirements of buses and will be further informed 

by the IHT guidelines ‘Public Transport in Development’ as well as documents such as the Bus Services & 

New Residential Developments14 design guide. 

 
11 Institution of Highways & Transportation, Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot (IHT, 2000) 
12 Institution of Highways & Transportation, Guideline for Planning for Public Transport in Developments (IHT, 1999) 
13 Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government, National Planning Policy Framework (MHCLG, 2019) 
14 Stagecoach, Bus Services & New Residential Developments: General Highway and Urban Design advice to applicants and Highway Authorities (Stagecoach, 
2017) 
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3.18 Other roads and streets will be required to enable servicing, refuse collections and deliveries, as well as 

providing vehicular access to residents and visitors.  
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4. SITE SELECTION 

4.1 The identification of Site 4 as a preferred location for development is set out in the WLP Site Selection 

Report, WLP Settlement Plan and WLP Transport Review, as identified in the introduction above. 

4.2 The site sifting process has included consideration of Accessibility and Traffic at all of the stated stages. In 

broad summary Site 4 has been assessed in terms of its accessibility to and from a range of everyday trip 

destinations such as employment, education, retail, etc. whilst in respect of traffic, impacts on the primary 

road network (PRN) have been assessed. 

Accessibility 

4.3 Sites that failed to demonstrate an ability to provide accessibility to key local trip destinations, and/or those 

that resulted in significant traffic impacts were removed. In terms of Site 4, it was found that ‘Accessibility 

to local facilities is average’ whilst traffic would ‘be unlikely to present any significant harmful effects on 

the local highway network’.    

4.4 A key aspect of accessibility is that to both employment and education. The ONS data establishes that for 

walking and cycling commuting trips, the Census MSOAs containing the Canal Road and Town Centre areas 

of employment are the single greatest local trip ends, 88% of walking trips and 49% of cycling trips. Both of 

these MSOA locations, being the most significant employment locations in the town, are within either 

walking and/or cycling distance of Site 4 and therefore represent an opportunity for mode shift in travel 

away from car to active travel modes.  

4.5 In terms of education, the Plan Review has identified a need for the provision of a new primary school in 

Site 4 and two new primaries and a new secondary school within the adjacent Site 5. As education travel 

makes up for approximately a third of travel in the morning peak, having schools contained within easy 

walking distance will place Site 4 with accessibility to them above average.    

4.6 In summary, we believe that the location of Site 4, and its proximity and accessibility to the key trip 

destinations (employment areas and with education being self-contained), places it above ‘Average’ and 

into ‘Good’. 

Traffic 

4.7 The Local Plan Transport Review considers three demand and mitigation scenarios so as to provide an 

incremental and stepped understanding from the baseline up to the residual cumulative effects and it is 

assumed that this detailed, model based assessment, has informed the Stage 4 selection and sifting of sites, 

in respect of Traffic (PSP4).  

4.8 In respect of Site 4, the process identifies the outcome of PSP4 as being a ‘Strength’ with the likely ability 

to deliver active travel routes (cycleways and footpaths) and connectivity to public transport. It 

acknowledges the role of comprehensive mixed use development in ‘help to reduce the need to travel’.      
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4.9 In terms of the incremental impacts of traffic, the modelling assessment has demonstrated that without 

any infrastructure intervention, traffic assignment is regulated by existing capacities and constraints and 

locally the Staverton bridge acts to throttle the physical volume of traffic that can use that route and 

effectively the status quo is maintained with only a minimal increase in usage, as allowed by any remaining 

level of unused capacity. 

4.10 With the inclusion of ‘major road network’ infrastructure works, bypassing the A350 around Melksham and 

completing the dualling and bypassing of Chippenham, there is a significant effect across a wide area 

beyond those towns. This includes the re-assignment back on to the A350 of latent demand that is currently 

pushed out on to other lesser routes because of the capacity issues around Melksham and Chippenham. 

This includes traffic that is pushed on to the B3107 to access Melksham avoiding Western Way. Therefore, 

the works to the A350 remote from Trowbridge will result in knock-on improvements in traffic within parts 

of the town, such as removing traffic from the Staverton bridge traffic signals seeking to route to Melksham 

via the B3107. 

4.11 The modelling includes for the creation of a short section of relief road around the traffic signals at 

Staverton bridge restoring the route to a normal level of 2-way link capacity. In so doing, the throttle effect 

of the current arrangement is removed, and latent demand is re-introduced as the route becomes more 

convenient.  

4.12 In summary, the Staverton bridge signals, in conjunction with other constraints on the network, currently 

act to self-regulate the volume of traffic that can physically pass through that route. The major road 

network infrastructure works to the A350 will significantly reduce demand on Staverton bridge but with 

Sites 4 & 5 traffic generation replacing that demand and keeping a level of status quo. The relief road 

around Staverton bridge removes its throttling effect and traffic re-assigns from elsewhere to use it.  

4.13 In terms of traffic impacts, without any infrastructure intervention, whilst the Staverton bridge signals 

remain as operating at and around their capacity, there is only a small deterioration in overall performance. 

With the inclusion of the A350 works and Staverton relief road, there is a significant net reduction in 

congestion resulting in material betterment, even with the inclusion of traffic generation from Sites 4 & 5. 

4.14 Previously, the Trowbridge Transport Strategy Refresh15 included for improvements to the Staverton Bridge 

traffic signals, with a cost of £150,000 assigned to it. Some Government funding was secured, £50,000 for 

design and assessment of the works. 

4.15 The proposals were to close the section of B3106 to through traffic and re-assign that traffic to the B3105 

and thereby the shuttle working lights would revert from being 3-way to 2-way working, which is more 

efficient and adding capacity to the junction. Add to this a modern controller, such as MOVA, and increased 

capacity of circa 15-20% could be achieved and this is reflected in the Refresh model outputs. 

 
15 Wiltshire Council, Trowbridge Transport Strategy Refresh (Atkins, May 2018) 
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4.16 These improvements to the B3105 Staverton Bridge signals could be considered as an interim arrangement 

pending the delivery of the relief road. In so doing, this adds confidence to the strategy that development 

at Site 4, can be accommodated in the short, medium and long term by the implementation of incremental 

improvements and that it is not fully reliant upon the relief road coming forward. 

Sustainable Travel 

4.17 The accessibility of Site 4 by sustainable modes of travel are included within the Transport Review. In 

respect of active travel, pedestrians and cyclists, proposals are set out to create direct routes from the 

north, through the adjacent employment areas and into the town centre and station. 

4.18 A segregated route is identified that runs along the western side of the canal to the marina and then 

alongside the railway to the station and town centre. This route is already in place and in use, so there 

weighs heavily to the feasibility of delivering direct sustainable access. However, through the development 

at Sites 4 and 5, funding of improvements to the route, such as surfacing, drainage, wayfinding signage and 

personal security, could be delivered. 

4.19 In-carriageway route serving the adjacent employment area would provide an alternative route for cyclists 

alongside footways already in place. Again, if localised weaknesses were present, such as crossings etc., 

they could be delivered through development funding. 

4.20 Fundamentally, active travel from Sites 4 and 5 is not only feasible, but easily and cost effectively delivered 

with minimal third party land issues. 

4.21 The Transport Review identifies the bolstering of the bus corridor from the town to Hilperton, but which in 

our view would only serve the eastern side of Site 5. It is more likely that other routes, such as those around 

Cottles Barton and heading out to Holt and Melksham, would need equal levels of upgrading. The feasibility 

and viability of upgrading two bus corridors is not considered to be a matter that reduces the 

appropriateness of Site 4, as the upgrades are readily deliverable. 

Place Making 

4.22 The principles of place making our set out in Section 3 above, and set out how access and movement should 

inform designs. It is our view that addressing the needs of travel using the sustainability paradigm, would 

see a development not lead by a design focused on highway design, but one of safety and inclusiveness. 

We do not believe that 40 or 50mph roads, within or adjacent to the site would be appropriate or safe, and 

that the majority of roads will be within 20mph, and potentially a few subject to a 30mph limit. 

4.23 Our suggested approach to access and movement for Site 4, adopting the principles set out, is discussed in 

Section 5 below.  
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Access 

4.24 The basis of access to Site 4, as set out in the Planning for Trowbridge document at Figure 8, is generally 

accepted, but subject to some change for the eastern access point. As set out at several points within this 

note, the proximity of a junction to the canal overbridge will be a material consideration that in effect will 

push it westwards. In paragraphs 5.21 to 5.23 below we set out the detail of that design requirement and 

how access could be formed.            

 

  



Technical Note 1: Access & Accessibility 19-TP0011 Technical Note 1 v1r1 
Land at Staverton, Trowbridge – Site 4 

Neil Brant Consulting Ltd. 19 March 2021 

 

5. SITE ACCESS & MOVEMENT 

5.1 With local facilities and amenities within Site 4 (mixed-use development, 2FE Primary School, pre-school 

provision)and also those shared with Site 5 (mixed-use development, local centres, community provision, 

2FE Primary School, pre-school provision and 8FE Secondary School), it is evident that many journey 

purposes would be contained within the development areas and not have need to travel further afield to 

access those facilities. 

5.2 As highlighted at para 3.2, the level of facilities proposed across Sites 4 & 5, and their relationship to each 

other, sets out the significant opportunity for self-containment within these sites and a conservative 

starting estimate at 15% of all travel.  Preliminary calculations illustrate that self-containment of travel 

would be in the order of 20% in the AM peak and 15% in the PM peak, a not insignificant reduction in travel 

demand beyond the site areas. 

5.3 Given the opportunity for a high level of self-containment, and the greater propensity for sustainable travel 

over shorter journey lengths (i.e., those within Sites 4 and 5), there is an evident need for a comprehensive 

active travel network across and linking the sites. 

Active Travel 

5.4 Site 4, sitting alongside and integrating with Site 5, would benefit from a comprehensive network of walking 

and cycling routes catering for all needs and abilities. Primary routes could provide for direct, safe and 

continuous access between key parts of the development as well as points of connection to foot and 

cycleways across the wider area. Secondary routes could be less direct than Primary ones but provide inter-

linking connections across the sites as well as providing for leisure and recreational use. Existing PRoW 

would provide for pleasant walking and cycling recreational routes. 

5.5 Primary and secondary routes could be lit, and where road crossings are necessary, could give priority to 

pedestrians and cyclists. A network of pedestrian and cycle routes could be created mindful of the 

topography of the land and ranging abilities of users.  

5.6 Site 4 would not sit remote or isolated from Site 5 nor the town and it is important that good active travel 

connections are made to key parts of it, such as the railway station and the town centre. As set out in paras 

2.18 to 2.23, when assessed against desirable walk and cycle distances, Site 4 is located within reasonable 

walking distance of a bus route (corridor) and areas of employment, and within reasonable cycling distance 

of the town centre and station. This sets out the wider travel requirements for the site in so much as 

establishing good accessibility to the bus route and creating suitable off-site cycle routes. Figure 8 below 

illustrates the two primary connections between Site 4 and key trip destinations. 
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Figure 7: B3106 Active Travel Routes 

 
5.7 The segregated (green route) is largely, if not fully, already in place for the full route from Site 4 to the 

station and town centre. It may be that improvements to the route, in so much as lighting, improved surface 

and personal safety need to be addressed, but in terms of securing the route, that is already done. 

5.8 The segregated routes serves accessibility to the station and town centre whilst the employment area 

around Canal Road could also be served local improvements (red route on Figure 8) along the B3106. 

5.9 In general, the B3106 route from Site 4 to the station and town centre via the employment areas has a 

generous highway width that includes wide carriageways and verges. It is suggested that a high quality 

pedestrian and cycle route could be accommodated within the existing highway verge along this corridor 

and thereby active travel links to the employment areas.  
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Figure 8: B3106 Corridor for Active Travel Route – Segregated Provision 

 
Figure 9: B3106 Corridor for Active Travel Route – In-Carriageway Provision 

 

Public Transport 

5.10 Providing for public transport to the development is an important aspect of delivering sustainable 

development and the extent of existing bus services in the vicinity of Site 4 are set out in paras 2.14 to 2.15 

and which identifies that an existing service could be utilised.  

5.11 Through this development there is an opportunity to extend and increase existing services, not only to 

serve the development itself, but to introduce increased service frequency and capacity. This would not 

only meet the needs of the development but provide for an improved bus service for the wider town. 
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5.12 Whilst the Marsh Road and Cottles Barton bus routes are within reasonable walking distance of the site, if 

feasible, it may be beneficial to re-route the service(s) through the site. Whichever approach is adopted, all 

of the site area would nonetheless be within walking distance of a bus service. 

Vehicular Access - Junction Types & Number of Access Points 

5.13 A mixed-use development including circa 500 homes, would most likely require two points of vehicular 

access including a primary access. The secondary access could be either offer un-restricted use or 

alternatively be formed as an active travel access designed to allow for emergency ‘blue light’ use. 

5.14 Whilst Site 4 has a significant length of direct frontage on to the B3105 Marsh Road, that extends for 420m, 

there are a number of existing constraints that influence the best locations for access, as set out at paras 

2.6-2.9. Points A and B in Figure 10 below identify suitable locations for vehicular access and which are 

described in the following text. 

Figure 10: Site 4 - Potential Access Locations 

 

Location A 

Location B 



Technical Note 1: Access & Accessibility 19-TP0011 Technical Note 1 v1r1 
Land at Staverton, Trowbridge – Site 4 

Neil Brant Consulting Ltd. 23 March 2021 

 

 Location A – Primary Access 

5.15  The number of private residential accesses south of Marsh Road, with their potential need to turn across a 

new access junction, significantly increases the junction location. A further consideration is the gas 

governor compound west of the Cottles Barton roundabout. 

5.16 The Persimmon development, that now forms Cottles Barton, takes access off the B3105 Marsh Road via a 

mini roundabout. With the principle of access established at this location, it is suggested that an extension 

of the roundabout to form a fourth arm would work well for access to Site 4.  

5.17 If this junction were to be become the primary point of access to the development the current mini-

roundabout form would probably require upgrading to a traditional roundabout form with a solid or 

collared central island and this would provide a degree of betterment over the current provision and enable 

a good quality access into both sites. Figure 11 below provides an indicative roundabout access layout at 

the western end of Site 4. 

Figure 11: Primary Access Roundabout off Cottles Barton / Marsh Road 

 

5.18 An alternative location would be to create a further small roundabout on Marsh Road to the east of Cottles 

Barton with sufficient spacing between the two roundabouts of circa 50-60m, it would be located roughly 

central on the site frontage. A further alternative would be to replace the mini-roundabout with a 4-arm 
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signal-controlled junction incorporating pedestrian crossings, replacing the new Zebra crossing to the 

north.  

5.19 In summary, it is evident that a number of junction forms and locations, could facilitate primary vehicular 

access at the western end of Site 4. 

 Location B – Secondary Access 

5.20 Both technical design standards and place making will inform the appropriate location of the second access 

along Marsh Road.  

5.21 Development access south of Marsh Road, including private residential drives and smaller pockets of 

development such as Smallbrook Gardens, act as constraints to junction locations. Further, as established 

at para 2.28 restricted forward visibility of the canal hump bridge is a constraint in meeting design 

standards for junction visibility as well as showing probable causation for existing road safety. This 

significant point indicates that the eastern access needs to be located sufficient west of the Canal bridge in 

order to have sufficient visibility and sight lines. Figure 12 below provides an indicative roundabout access 

layout at the western end of Site 4. 

Figure 12: Primary Access Roundabout off Cottles Barton / Marsh Road 

 



Technical Note 1: Access & Accessibility 19-TP0011 Technical Note 1 v1r1 
Land at Staverton, Trowbridge – Site 4 

Neil Brant Consulting Ltd. 25 March 2021 

 

5.22 An alternative junction arrangement could be to form either a mini-roundabout or back-back priority 

junction conjoined with the Smallbrook Gardens access. In summary, it is evident that a number of junction 

forms and locations, could facilitate primary vehicular access at the eastern side of Site 4, but the location 

will need to be sufficiently west of the canal bridge to achieve adequate visibility and sight lines. 

Access Summary 

5.23 In summary, there is likely to be a need to form two points of access to Site 4 with the only site frontage on 

to highway being the B3105 Marsh Road, however, this offers a substantial length of highway from which 

access can be taken.  

5.24 The western access could be formed as an extension of the existing Cottles Barton junction, either as a 

fourth arm on the roundabout or re-forming it as a signal-controlled junction. The eastern access could be 

integrated with that to Smallbrook Gardens, as either a back-to-back priority junction or a new mini-

roundabout. 

Internal Road Layout 

5.25 Site 4 would need to incorporate a comprehensive network of estate roads, avenues, streets, cul-de-sacs 

and shared spaces meeting the needs of users not only in terms of travel but also as places to live. The 

majority of streets should be 20mph zones and designed to even more stringent 15mph design speeds 

whereby priority will not be given to vehicles but shared with pedestrians and cyclists. Where possible, 

traffic and parking will be removed from streets and the spaces fronting homes will be vibrant spaces. 

5.26 In addition to the estate roads and streets, a new access loop road will provide for the main route and 

potential bus route. The access loop road would have a mix of 20 and 30mph speed limits, depending on 

its location.  

5.27 Pedestrian and cycle crossings of all roads would be formalised in most instances and priority given to those 

users. 
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6. SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS 

6.1 Site 4 is located within cycling distance of Trowbridge station, on the Westbury to Bristol main line. Bus 

services that pass close to the site (within easy walking distance) also route via the town centre and the 

station via the Canal Road Industrial Estate (local area of employment). The level of bus provision locally is 

conveniently close but lacks peak time services. 

6.2 Footway provision locally is good and at most would only potentially require localised minor improvements, 

such as a creating consistent widths and with dropped kerbs and tactile paving at crossing points. The B3105 

Marsh Road corridor width along the site frontage could potentially accommodate a shared 

pedestrian/cycleway and this could be continued into the site.  

6.3 Road safety in the vicinity of Site 4 is limited to forward visibility across the canal overbridge, and which 

highlights the need for consideration when considering the location of potential access to Site 4 at the 

eastern end. Otherwise, there does not appear to be any existing road safety issues that would preclude 

the suitability of development at Site 4 or the principal of taking access from Marsh Road. 

6.4 Site 4 is accessible to local amenities and facilities including employment, the town centre and education, 

within wither/or walking and cycling distance. Its proximity and accessibility to these key trip destinations, 

we believe, places it above an ‘Average’ score and into ‘Good’. 

6.5 With regards to traffic, the Staverton bridge signals, in conjunction with other constraints on the network, 

currently act to self-regulate the volume of traffic that can physically pass through that route. The major 

road network infrastructure works to the A350 will materially reduce demand on Staverton bridge but with 

Sites 4 & 5 traffic generation replacing that demand and keeping a level of status quo. The relief road 

around Staverton bridge removes its throttling effect and traffic re-assigns from elsewhere to use it, as 

would be expected.  

6.6 In terms of traffic impacts, without any infrastructure intervention, whilst the Staverton bridge signals 

remain as operating at and around their capacity, there is only a small deterioration in overall performance. 

With the inclusion of the A350 works and Staverton relief road, there is a significant net reduction in 

congestion resulting in material betterment, even with the inclusion of traffic generation from Sites 4 & 5. 

6.7 Previously, the Trowbridge Transport Strategy Refresh included for improvements to the Staverton Bridge 

traffic signals. These improvements to the Staverton Bridge signals could be considered as an interim 

arrangement pending the delivery of the relief road and in so doing, this adds confidence to the strategy 

that development at Site 4, can be accommodated in the short, medium and long term by the 

implementation of incremental improvements and that it is not fully reliant upon the relief road coming 

forward. 

6.8 The Council’s transport strategy for Trowbridge, including cycleway improvements, is supported and are 

considered to be viable and deliverable with significant levels of cost benefit likely to be achieved. 
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6.9 Through development at Site 4, there is an opportunity to extend and increase existing bus services, not 

only to serve the development itself, but to introduce increased service frequency and capacity. This would 

not only meet the needs of the development but provide for an improved bus service for the wider town. 

Whilst the Marsh Road and Cottles Barton bus routes are within reasonable walking distance of the site, if 

feasible, it may be beneficial to re-route the service(s) through the site, but whichever approach is adopted, 

all of the site area would nonetheless be within walking distance of a bus service. 

6.10 The principles of vehicular access, including a range of options, have been established and shown to be 

viable and deliverable. There is likely to be a need to form two points of access to Site 4 on to the B3105 

Marsh Road, which offers a substantial length of highway from which access can be taken. The western 

access could be formed as an extension of the existing Cottles Barton junction, either as a fourth arm on 

the roundabout or re-forming it as a signal-controlled junction. The eastern access could be integrated with 

that to Smallbrook Gardens, as either a back-to-back priority junction or a new mini-roundabout. 

6.11 Site 4 would need to incorporate a comprehensive network of streets, footways and cycle routes meeting 

the needs of users, not only in terms of travel but also as places to live. The majority of streets should be 

20mph zones and designed to even more stringent 15mph design speeds with priority given to pedestrians 

and cyclists. In addition to the estate roads and streets, a new access loop road will provide for the main 

route and potential bus route and have a mix of 20 and 30mph speed limits, depending on its location.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 Wardell Armstrong LLP has been commissioned by L&Q Estates Limited to prepare this 

Technical Note to support a site for allocation on land at Marsh Road, Staverton in 

Trowbridge.  

1.1.2 Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan: Looking to the Future: Planning for Trowbridge (January 

2021) identifies the land as a proposed site for allocation (referred to as Site 4) for the 

following uses: 

• Approximately 500 dwellings to include self and custom build plots, as well as 

specialist housing; 

• Land for one Two Form Entry Primary School; 

• Land for one 40 place nursery with space to increase to 60 spaces after 2036; 

• Land for community orchards and allotments; 

• Open space provision to include an area alongside the Kennet and Avon Canal; 

• Walking and cycling links to and from the town centre, nearby settlements 

including Hilperton, Staverton and Semington and footbridges over the Canal; and 

• Land for a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP) and a Multi-use Games Area 

(MUGA). 

1.1.3 The purpose of this Technical Note is to provide a high level desk appraisal of the 

sustainability features that could be incorporated into any proposed development at 

the site.  These have been presented under the following key themes: 
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• Energy and Carbon Emissions 

• Sustainable Material Use 

• Sustainable Transport 

• Waste and Recycling 

• Water and Flooding 

• Contamination and Environmental Pollution 

• Sustainable Building Design and Layout 

• Adapting to Climate Change 

• Health and Wellbeing 

• Biodiversity 

2 ENERGY AND CARBON EMISSIONS 

2.1.1 A detailed energy strategy will be developed for the site based on the energy 

hierarchy, firstly prioritising energy reduction (being lean), then using energy 

efficiently (being clean), and finally implementing renewable technologies (being 

green). 

2.1.2 The Government is in the process of introducing its Future Homes and Future Buildings 

Standards (FHS and FBS), which are the proposed mechanisms to reduce and 

decarbonise energy use within residential and commercial development respectively.  

2.1.3 At the start of this year the Government issued its response to the 2019 FHS 

consultation, at the same time as launching the FBS consultation. It confirmed that, 

for the FHS, the interim reduction will be a 31% reduction in carbon emissions relative 

to Part L 2013 requirements. For the FBS, the Government is consulting on a preferred 

27% reduction in carbon emissions for non-residential buildings during the interim 

period, to facilitate the eventual realisation of zero-carbon buildings.  

2.1.4 This set out a clear timeline for the introduction of the FHS and the interim 

arrangements. It is intended (subject to the FBS consultation) that a new Part L 2021 

(and Part F 2021) will be introduced towards the end of this year and come into effect 

during 2022. This will formally instigate the interim arrangements for both residential 

and non-residential developments. Buildings approved prior to June 2022 and 

commenced prior to June 2023 will remain eligible to be built out under Part L 2013, 

but this will only apply to individual units and not a site in its entirety. 
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2.1.5 Post 2025 residential developments are expected to meet a minimum 75% emission 

reduction, allowing zero carbon homes to be developed as the electricity grid 

continues to decarbonise to bring about the zero-carbon target. Final confirmation on 

zero carbon targets for commercial buildings is still pending. 

2.1.6 Wiltshire’s Local Plan consultation document, “Addressing Climate Change and 

Biodiversity”, suggests that all new development should be designed to achieve net 

zero carbon standards. It is important at this point to note the distinction between 

regulated and unregulated energy. Regulated energy is energy associated with the 

operation of the building itself. It includes space heating, domestic hot water, lighting, 

pumps and fans. Unregulated energy includes cooking and appliance use which is 

more reliant on the behaviour of the residents. Building Regulations focus on 

controlling regulated energy as this is the element that can be most influenced by the 

design and construction of the building rather than the actions of the occupants. 

Ofgem regulations require electricity users to have full access to the electricity market 

and to be able to choose their own suppliers, which limits how much control the 

Developer can have over unregulated energy use.  

2.1.7 The developer will therefore focus on reducing regulated emissions so that the project 

will be zero carbon in regulated terms in line with local and central government 

aspirations.  Where influence can be exerted, the developer will encourage occupants 

to seek green and low-carbon electricity supplies to reduce carbon from their 

unregulated energy use. It is recognised that over time unregulated energy will be 

eventually be decarbonised in line with the wider electricity grid but this is outside of 

the Developer’s immediate control. 

2.1.8 All proposed buildings will adopt a fabric-led approach to emissions reduction to 

ensure that the 75% to 80% reduction target, likely to be in force at the time, is met 

or exceeded. This will ensure that any emissions that result from the development are 

minimised while grid decarbonisation takes place  

2.1.9 All buildings will be constructed with significantly higher levels of insulation, will 

employ materials that have lower thermal transmissivity, will have reduced thermal 

bridging and higher airtightness than is specified under current building regulations. 

2.1.10 Provision will be made within the development to supply properties with renewable 

energy. Given the local preference for district heat networks (DHN) both large and 

micro scale renewable energy based DHN will be assessed for feasibility and 
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implemented where possible. Opportunities to collaborate with local industry (i.e. 

Cereal Partners/Nestle) will be explored to identify whether synergies exist, especially 

in relation to the production of waste heat. Other renewable energy technologies 

deployed at the site could take the form of PV panels, air-source/ground-source heat 

pumps, or an alternative renewable technology. Depending on the construction 

timescales, different parts of the development may be subject to different building 

regulation regimes, so a flexible approach is required at this stage which will be 

crystallised as time goes on. However, regardless of the building regulations in force 

energy efficiency and low carbon emissions will be a priority. 

2.1.11 Electricity based heating systems will be utilised to ensure that as the national grid 

decarbonises the site will become zero carbon from an operational energy standpoint, 

2.1.12 Other energy/carbon reduction measures such as Waste Water Heat Recovery 

(WWHR) and Mechanical Ventilation and Heat Recovery (MVHR) will be considered 

and implemented where viable and appropriate.  

2.1.13 As required by Building Regulations, the developer will undertake an energy 

assessment for each property upon completion of its build. This will form part of the 

sales documentation to new buyers and provide confidence in the energy 

performance of the build. It will also highlight areas of strength and weakness, which 

will help residents prioritise further actions they may wish to take to reinforce energy 

saving initiatives. All homes will also be fitted with smart meters and be wired for 

electric vehicle (EV) charging where appropriate parking is available. 

3 SUSTAINABLE MATERIAL USE 

3.1.1 Consideration will be given to the use of Modern Methods of Construction (MMC), i.e. 

the offsite construction of panels and modular units which can then be transported to 

site and rapidly assembled with minimal wastage, factory efficiency and more rigorous 

quality assurance. 

3.1.2 The procurement of materials for the development will prioritise renewable or 

sustainable sources with low energy impact, for example, where possible all timber 

should be sourced from Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certified product suppliers 

or equivalent. 

3.1.3 It is intended that the main contractor will be selected primarily on their sustainability 

credentials and will be required to investigate options for utilising any waste materials 
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produced during the construction and demolition works, within the site. Specifically, 

this will include consideration of landscaping, secondary aggregate use for 

hardstanding and access roads and the potential for reuse of the previous building 

materials in the construction of the new buildings. 

3.1.4 The development will avoid the use of toxic glues, solvents, treatments, and coatings 

where possible, and will attempt to use locally sourced materials where this is viable. 

3.1.5 Environmentally friendly insulation i.e. that made from recycled or organic materials, 

will be considered for the development e.g. wool-based or wood-based materials, 

provided this is able to provide an appropriate level of thermal transmissivity. 

3.1.6 It is acknowledged that Wiltshire Council are consulting on a net zero carbon policy. It 

is not currently possible to obtain all materials and carry out all construction processes 

without using some carbon. While materials with low embodied carbon will be sought, 

some will inevitably have been mined, quarried, processed and transported with the 

emission of carbon at some point during the process. To achieve net zero carbon, 

these embodied emissions would need to be more than offset during the operation of 

the Development. This may be possible using offsite renewables, but given the 

challenges already highlighted in relation to unregulated energy, it is not considered 

to be possible at present within the development itself. 

4 SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT 

4.1.1 Sustainable transport is one of the key themes identified in the Wiltshire Local Plan 

consultation “Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity”. The site is already well 

served with existing public transport links nearby, including two bus routes and 

Trowbridge railway station. Notwithstanding this, the Developer will seek to 

contribute to the ‘modal shift’ required in reducing travel and the use of carbon 

fuelled vehicles and encouraging public and active transport. 

4.1.2 Parking will be designed such that charging points are directly available to facilitate 

electric vehicle charging. EV charging is likely to be incorporated into future building 

regulations and provision to accommodate this will be made at every property. 

4.1.3 Bike sheds and stands will also be installed to promote and facilitate cycling. Options 

for contributing a section of cycle path through the site will be considered, though this 

is likely to require a strategic joined-up approach to be taken with the developers of 
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other housing allocations in the area to promote a useful and connected network of 

cycle paths. 

5 WASTE AND RECYCLING 

5.1.1 Waste, if not managed safely, can result in pollution of the environment. The most 

suitable approach is to reduce the amount of waste generated ‘at source’. Waste 

should then be reused wherever possible or recycled as the next best environmental 

option. The least sustainable waste solution is disposal to landfill. The development 

will follow the waste management hierarchy and incorporate facilities to minimise 

waste. 

5.1.2 The development will be designed to utilise standard material sizes and prefabricated 

elements where practical. Precise material requirements will be specified to avoid 

unnecessary wastage. Where possible, the materials used during construction will 

comprise recycled content and be sustainably sourced. 

5.1.3 The development will be ‘Designed for Deconstruction’. That is to say, a record of all 

the materials used during construction will be maintained, preserved and, where 

significant changes occur, added to, for the lifetime of the development to enable safe 

and informed dismantling and recycling at the building’s end of life. Wherever 

practical, the contractor will be required to select materials and components that are 

capable of being recycled at the end of their useful design life. Any material excavated 

will be reused whenever possible, minimising the volume of material to be imported 

or exported from site. 

5.1.4 Once occupied, recycling will be encouraged through the provision of adequate 

storage for recyclable materials and information provided in welcome packs to new 

owners. The layout of the development will take into consideration the need for 

recycling collection. Consideration will be given to the provision of composting 

facilities in addition to recycling storage. 

6 WATER AND FLOODING 

6.1.1 Tackling flood risk and promoting sustainable water management are the first-listed 

theme in Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan Review. 

6.1.2 The majority of the site is located within Flood Zone 1 (<0.1% chance of flooding in a 

given year), with small areas in the northernmost extent in Zones 2 (0.1-1%) and 3 

(>1%). Built development will avoid these areas deemed to be at higher risk of 
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flooding, which, given their proximity to the river, may be more suited to being green 

open space or recreational areas. Additional flood resilient design methods will be 

included where appropriate to do so. 

6.1.3 Sustainable Draining Systems (SuDS) will be implemented across the site to minimise 

the risk of surface water build-up, and these will incorporate suitable allowance for 

climate related increases in flood risk. Opportunities will be explored to combine the 

SuDS measures with other objectives such as biodiversity improvement and the 

creation of accessible open space for health and wellbeing. 

6.1.4 Water saving devices, such as tap aerators, flow restrictors and low flush toilets, will 

be installed as part of the development design to limit daily consumption, and 

rainwater harvesting will be considered, if it can be shown to be viable. 

7 CONTAMINATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION 

7.1.1 The Environmental Protection Act’s definition of 'Contaminated land' is given as: 

“Any land which appears to the Local Authority in whose area it is situated to be in 

such a condition, by reason of substances in, on or under the land that: 

• Significant harm is being caused or there is significant possibility of such harm 

being caused; OR 

• Pollution of controlled waters is being, or is likely to be caused. Pollution of 

controlled waters is defined as 'the entry into controlled waters of any 

poisonous noxious or polluting matter or any solid waste matter'.” 

“At a strategic level, the remediation of contaminated sites supports the goal of 

sustainable development by helping to conserve land as a resource, preventing the 

spread of pollution to air, soil and water, and reducing the pressure for development 

on greenfield sites. However, remediation activities themselves have their own 

environmental, social and economic impacts. On a project-by-project basis, the 

negative impacts of remediation should not exceed the benefits of the project.” 

7.1.2 Appropriate controls regarding the handling and storage of chemicals, fine powders, 

cement, sand, and aggregates will be implemented to maximise safety to the 

environment during construction. A precautionary approach to soil contamination will 

be adopted to ensure potentially harmful chemicals, fuels and other materials are 

stored and managed securely while on site and disposed of safely at appropriately 

licensed facilities at the end of their useful life.  
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7.1.3 Bunded containment systems will be applied in cases where there is a risk of 

contamination, especially at locations close to the River Avon. Measures such as 

damping down in dry conditions and site entrance wheel washes will be used to 

reduce the risks of dust spread. 

8 SUSTAINABLE BUILDING DESIGN AND LAYOUT 

8.1.1 The proposed buildings will be developed in accordance with modern building 

standards and will ensure compliance with the Future Homes Standard. 

8.1.2 Sustainable design will be promoted through the detailed design stage by adopting 

measures to incorporate passive solar gain, especially during the winter period, whilst 

at the same time avoiding overheating during high summer. Construction features, 

such as the use of overhangs and shading, insulation, the inclusion and location of 

windows within 30 degrees of due south, and consideration of thermal mass. The use 

of green and blue roofs will be considered but measures will need to prove to be 

practical and affordable before any commitments can be made. 

8.1.3 Roofs will be orientated to the south wherever possible to provide flexibility for them 

to be used for the deployment of solar technologies, should this become an integral 

part of the energy strategy. 

9 ADAPTING TO CLIMATE CHANGE 

9.1.1 To avoid extreme temperatures, the passive design of the building will maximise solar 

gain during the winter and minimise it during the summer. High levels of insulation 

will also offer resilience to extremes of temperature. 

9.1.2 In line with EA guidelines, allowance for a 40% increased volume of surface water 

runoff due to climate change effects should be incorporated into the design of the 

drainage system. It is noted that the recent Storm Dennis breached the B3105 near 

the site so ensuring proper provisions are in place to protect the development will be 

an essential part of the masterplan. 

9.1.3 Conversely, water scarcity could be a problem at other time of the year if climate 

change results in more frequent hotter and drier periods. There is potential for 

existing local water supplies to be placed under considerable strain in prolonged 

periods of drought. As mentioned previously, consideration will be given to the 

viability of incorporating rainwater harvesting into the building design and installing 

water saving devices in properties. 
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9.1.4 Conformance to building regulations should provide suitable confidence in the 

structural integrity of the buildings, which will be designed to survive any expected 

instances of severe weather including high winds and snow-loading. Snagging checks 

should be undertaken on completion of the build. Any structural defects identified 

should be remedied to ensure building integrity is preserved. 

10 HEALTH AND WELLBEING 

10.1.1 As mentioned before, measures will be taken to reduce emissions, regulate indoor 

temperatures to comfortable levels, and minimise risk of exposure to harmful 

materials to maintain a clean and healthy environment for the public. Facilities that 

encourage cycling will be considered.  

10.1.2 Existing trees will be retained wherever possible, and new tree planting will be 

incorporated into the design plans to aid shading and improve air quality. 

10.1.3 An area of vegetated green space will be maintained close to the River Avon. This will 

be used for biodiversity improvement (especially in support bat assemblage), as well 

as providing open space for people to access nature for rest and relaxation.  Access 

will be ensured through the provision of a footpath network, which will also encourage 

healthy activity, and this will be improved further by the provision of a new pedestrian 

bridge over the river, giving additional connectivity to surrounding countryside.  

10.1.4 Further recreational space will be provided through the inclusion of playground 

facilities for younger children, likely to be sited within the development to enable easy 

access for all residents. Consideration will also be given to the provision of a suitable 

social and recreational space for older children/young adults. This will need to be 

designed in a way that will discourage antisocial use but provide a suitable space for 

them to enjoy their free-time without adversely impacting other residents. 

10.1.5 Walking will be promoted by ensuing that appropriate shops and services are 

established within walking distance of the maximum number of homes. The location 

of the proposed primary school will be a key consideration in this respect. The school 

will be used by children from across the development area so ensuring it is centrally 

located will maximise the opportunities for walking to school. However, the school 

catchment is expected to extend beyond the boundary of the site and into the 

adjacent development. Further design works will be undertaken to ensure a 

compromise location is selected to serve all families involved. 
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11 BIODIVERSITY 

11.1.1 Wiltshire’s Local Plan consultation document, “Addressing Climate Change and 

Biodiversity”, suggests that in future all new development should seek to provide a 

minimum of 10% net biodiversity gain onsite or offsite. This should be achieved 

through the enhancing existing and creating new Green/Blue Infrastructure (GBI) 

assets and gains should be protected and managed for a minimum of 30 years. The 

Developer will commit to adhering to this proposal.  

11.1.2 The local area is important for bats, particularly the Bath and Bradford- on-Avon 

Special Area of Conservation and as such the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy 

(TBMS) will form a core component of the biodiversity enhancement at the site. It is 

expected that all direct and indirect impacts in bat habitat will be mitigated within the 

site. Core bat habitat will be retained and reinforced and enhanced as dark zones to 

retain connectivity for bats in the landscape. The most important general principle is 

that land will be set aside as core bat habitat in order to retain a permeable and 

functioning landscape for the target species and adequate buffer zones will be 

provided or retained, enhanced or newly created. A minimum standoff distance of 

15m from the development to the outside edge of any part of the bat core habitat will 

be provided as a buffer zone. 

12 CONCLUSION 

12.1.1 Sustainability is a key element of the Developer’s vision for this site, and it is a common 

theme running through many of the different environmental aspects, from climate 

change and carbon emissions to health and wellbeing and biodiversity.  

12.1.2 Flexibility is important at this stage but key strands of the sustainable agenda for the 

Development will include:  

• A forward-thinking energy strategy, based on the energy hierarchy of using less, 

using more efficiently, and using renewables; 

• Enhanced green/blue infrastructure and biodiversity net gain; 

• Using sustainable design and construction measures; 

• Promoting sustainable transport and active travel; and 

• A precautionary approach to flood risk and water use.  
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12.1.3 The Developer’s aspirations in this regard, align with the objectives of Wiltshire 

Council. There is an appetite to provide an ambitious but rational approach for the site 

and to deliver a Development that is both desirable and environmentally conscious. 



 

 

Appendix 5: Drainage Technical Note including 
Drainage Strategy – Wardell 
Armstrong 



Technical Note  

 

BM12149.004.2.2 

4 March 2021  

 Page 1 

  

CLIENT: L&Q Estates Limited 

PROJECT: Land at Marsh Road, Staverton, Trowbridge 

SUBJECT: Flood Risk and Drainage Strategy Technical Note 

JOB NO.: BM12149 

DATE: 4th March 2021 

PREPARED BY: Adriana Garcia  

REVIEWED BY: Kerry Whitehouse  

 

1 EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 

 The Site 

1.1.1 The site is approximately 45ha of greenfield and is located at land off Marsh Road, 

Staverton, Trowbridge in the county of Wiltshire.  The Site is situated at grid reference: 

386225, 160670, the closest postcode to the site is BA14 6PA as shown on Drawing 

BM12149-003. 

 Existing Topography 

1.2.1 According to topographical survey and LIDAR records, the site slopes gently from 

42.17mAOD in the south west where it borders the B3105 Marsh Road to 28.71m 

towards the north where the boundary of the site meets the River Avon. 

 Proximity to Watercourses 

1.3.1 The nearest main watercourse to the site is The River Avon which bounds the site to 

the north. The River Avon rises just north of the village of Acton Turville in South 

Gloucestershire, before flowing through Wiltshire.  

1.3.2 The Kennet and Avon Canal bounds the site to the south east and there is an ordinary 

watercourse bounding the site to the east.  The Environment Agency (EA) main river 

map also shows an ordinary watercourse/ditch within the site and another bordering 

the site to the east between the Kennet and Avon Canal and the River Avon as shown 

on Drawing BM12149-003. 

1.3.3 The topographical survey carried out by Hydrock shows additional ditches crossing the 

west section of the site.  The purpose of these ditches is unknown as no inlets or 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Source_(river)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acton_Turville
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/South_Gloucestershire
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/South_Gloucestershire
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wiltshire
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outlets have been identified on the topographical survey, it is likely that they form 

drainage to the fields to prevent flooding.  Further investigation will need to be 

undertaken to confirm their purpose and identify if a similar network of ditches exists 

to the east of the site.  

 Geology and Ground Conditions 

1.4.1 According to the BGS, bedrock geology in the area comprises ‘Kellaways Formation - 

Mudstone, Sandy’ with Superficial deposits of ‘Head - Clay, Silt, Sand And Gravel’ to 

the south and ‘River Terrace Deposits, 1 - Sand And Gravel’ to the north.  The National 

Soil Resources Institute (NSRI) of Cranfield University described the geology of the 

south of the site as Slowly permeable seasonally wet slightly acid but base-rich loamy 

and clayey soils with Impeded drainage and the north of the site in the vicinity of the 

River Avon as Freely draining lime-rich loamy soils. 

1.4.2 Borehole records are also available from the BGS.  The closest boreholes to the site 

are ST86SE49 and ST86SE50 approximately 150 metres south from the site boundary. 

These boreholes described the soils at the site as silty sandy TOPSOIL over silty sandy 

CLAY.  Both boreholes reported being dry and stable.  Boreholes ST86SE38 and 

ST86SE37 located approximately 300metres south west from the site at Staverton 

Primary School and described the soils as TOPSOIL over silty sandy CLAY becoming silty 

CLAY.  ST86SE38 reported rapid groundwater seepage at 1.6 metres and slight 

groundwater seepage at 0.9 metres. Borehole ST86SE37 reported groundwater 

seepage at 1.8m depth and between 2.2 and 2.4 metres. 

1.4.3 Given the ground conditions it is unlikely that infiltration would be a viable means of 

surface water discharge.  Further investigation of groundwater levels should be 

undertaken.  

 Hydrogeology 

1.5.1 EA mapping indicates that the site is not underlain by a bedrock aquifer. The site is 

partially underlain by a Secondary A and Secondary (undifferentiated) aquifer.  EA 

mapping shows that the north east of the site is in a Zone II - Subsurface Activity Source 

Protection Zone.  Given the ground conditions it is unlikely that infiltration would be 

a viable means of surface water discharge and therefore these designations have no 

impact on the development.  
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2 FLOOD RISK 

 Fluvial Flood Risk 

2.1.1 The majority of the site is located in Flood Zone 1. This zone comprises land assessed 

as having a less than 1 in 1000 annual probability of river or sea flooding (<0.1%). 

Therefore, the site is a low fluvial flood risk.  There is only a small proportion of the 

site close to the River Avon located in Flood Zone 2 and 3.  Development will be located 

entirely in Flood Zone 1 with only green open spaces located in high risk areas. See 

Figure 1 for details. 

 
Figure 1 – Flood Map for Planning  

(Source: https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/)  

 

 Surface Water Flooding 

2.2.1 EA mapping identifies the majority of the site to be at 'Very Low' risk of flooding from 

surface water. There are isolated paths and small areas at ‘Low’, ‘Medium’ and ‘High’ 

risk which correspond to existing ditches and localised ground depressions as shown 

in Figure 2.  

https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
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Figure 2 – Flood Risk from Surface Water  
(Source: https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map)  

 

 Groundwater Flooding 

2.3.1 The nearest BGS borehole record to the site, identifies that groundwater was 

encountered at 0.9m.  There are no records of groundwater flooding at the site.     It 

is recommended that further investigation of groundwater levels is undertaken. 

2.3.2 There are various ditches within the site, it is anticipated that further investigation will 

be required to determine if there are any inflows into these ditches.  

 Existing Sewers and Drains 

2.4.1 According to Wessex Water sewer records, there are two foul rising mains crossing 

along the west boundary of the site.  These two foul rising mains converge in manhole 

7401 located in Marsh Road. An easement will be required to these rising mains, this 

will require confirmation with Wessex Water. There are surface water sewers serving 

the residential developments south west and west of the site, however there are no 

surface water sewers within the site’s boundary.  Sewer records are included in 

Drawing BM12149-003.  Sewer flooding is not considered to be a risk to the site. 

2.4.2 Wessex Water records do not include any details of the ditches crossing the site. 

https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map
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3 SURFACE WATER STRATEGY 

 Discharge Hierarchy 

3.1.1 Infiltration testing has not been carried out to date.  It is anticipated based on a review 

of BGS data and the groundwater seepage encountered in the BH records closer to 

the site that although the River Terrace Deposits to the north of the study area are 

expected to be permeable, they are close to a major watercourse and the depth to 

groundwater may be unsuitable for infiltration SUDS. Infiltration testing should be 

undertaken to confirm the discharge hierarchy.    

3.1.2 It is proposed that surface water runoff will be discharged to the River Avon which 

borders the site to the north. The final discharge to the watercourse from the 

proposed development will require consent from the EA. 

3.1.3 Core Policy 69 (Protection of the River Avon SAC) of the Wiltshire Council Level 1 SFRA 

estates that …‘In order to avoid and reduce potential environmental effects on the 

River Avon SAC, development will need to incorporate measures during construction 

and operation to avoid and prevent pollution and mitigate potential disturbance 

effects; appropriate schemes of mitigation may include consideration of suitable buffer 

zones along watercourses, habitat enhancements and river access management 

measures. All development within 20m of the river banks should submit a Construction 

Management Plan to the Local Planning Authority to ensure measures proposed 

during construction are satisfactory’. 

 Greenfield Runoff Rate 

3.2.1 Greenfield runoff rates for the site have been calculated using the IoH124 method in 

MicroDrainage, which is based on the method set out in the Institute of Hydrology 

Report 124 (IoH 124). The QBAR greenfield run-off rate is 3.69l/s/ha.  

 Attenuation Requirements 

3.3.1 To achieve greenfield runoff rates, attenuation storage is required.  For the purpose 

of this drainage strategy the site has been divided in two catchments as shown in 

Drawing BM12149-003. MicroDrainage software has been used to size the 

attenuation for two scenarios. Scenario A assumes that the entire site will be 

developed, and scenario B assumes 54% of the site will be set for development, this is 

based on the average development area set out in the masterplan within Wiltshire 

Council Local Plan: Planning for Trowbridge (January 2021). 
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Scenario A: Attenuation calculated on entire site being developed 

• Typical 60% impermeability for residential catchments; 

• Attenuation volumes based on 1 in 100yr rainfall event, including a 40% allowance 

for climate change; 

• Attenuation pond depth of 1m with 300mm of freeboard; 

• Pond side slopes of 1 in 4,  

• Greenfield runoff rate of 3.69l/s/ha; 

Table 1: Scenario A - Attenuation Details 100yr +40% CC 

Catchment  
Total Area 

(ha) 

Total 
Impermeable 

Area (ha) 

QBAR 
Discharge 

(l/s) 

Required 
Attenuation 
Volume (m3) 

Required 
Attenuation 

Surface Area (m2) 

1  22.20 13.32 49.2 10,739.9 11,866.4 

2  22.87 13.72 50.6 11,071.6 12,188.3 

Total 45.07 27.04 99.8 21,811.5 24,054.7 

 

Scenario B: Attenuation calculated based on 54% of land being set for development  

• Impermeable area calculated as 60% of the developable area plus surface area 

destined for SuDS features; 

• Attenuation volumes based on 1 in 100yr rainfall event, including a 40% allowance 

for climate change; 

• Attenuation pond depth of 1m with 300mm of freeboard; 

• Pond side slopes of 1 in 4,  

• Greenfield runoff rate of 3.69l/s/ha; 

Table 2: Scenario B - Attenuation Details 100yr +40% CC 

Catchment  
Developable 

Area (ha) 

Total 
Impermeable 

Area (ha) 

QBAR 
Discharge 

(l/s) 

Required 
Attenuation 
Volume (m3) 

Required 
Attenuation 

Surface Area (m2) 

1 11.988 9.293 34.3 7,429.8 8,516.2 

2 12.3498 8.710 32.1 6,960.0 8,015.4 

Total 24.3378 18.003 66.4 14,389.8 16,531.6 
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3.3.2 Drawing BM12149-003 shows the overall quantum of attenuation required.  At this 

stage two features have been located on the lower lying land adjacent to the River 

Avon and outside of the flood zones.  As the masterplan develops this can be refined 

to suit the masterplan and avoid any development constraints.  

3.3.3 The surface water drainage system will need to incorporate SuDS to ensure that a 

sufficient level of water quality treatment is provided to ensure that the proposed 

development does not have any adverse impact on of the receiving network. Existing 

ditches within the site could be maintained throughout the proposed development 

and form part of the overall SuDS strategy and provide further water quality benefits; 

this will need further investigation. 

4 FOUL WATER STRATEGY 

 Existing Foul Water Drainage 

4.1.1 According to Wessex Water sewer records, there are two foul rising mains crossing 

along the west boundary of the site.  These two foul rising mains converge in manhole 

7401 located in Marsh Road as shown on Drawing BM12149-003.   Wessex Water has 

confirmed that a three-metre easement either side of the foul raising mains is 

required, this has been included in Drawing BM12149-003. 

4.1.2 According to Wessex Water, any buildings, structures, and obstruction are not 

permitted within a minimum 5 metres either side of the water main crossing the site 

along the south boundary, nor minimum 3 metres either side of the foul rising mains. 

This also includes surface water attenuation features and earthworks.  

4.1.3 The pressurised mains must all remain in open access areas and must not be 

incorporated in to enclosed spaces or private gardens.  Wessex Water requires 

unrestricted access to maintain the public water supply and sewers. No tree planting 

should be undertaken within 6 metres of the water main. 

4.1.4 A developer enquiry has been submitted to Wessex Water to confirm capacity within 

the existing foul network to accommodate flows from the site and establish a possible 

pint of connection.  A response was received 3rd March 2021.  A copy of the response 

is appended.  A pumped connection to the 400mm foul sewer in New Terrace (B3105) 

to the south west corner of the proposed site appears to be the nearest size for size 

connection point for the foul flows from the development.  Wessex Water accepts this 

connection in principal, subject to application and detailed design.  
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4.1.5 Developers may connect to the public sewer on a size for size basis at their cost, any 

necessary network improvements are funded by Wessex Water in accordance with 

our infrastructure charging arrangements. 

4.1.6 According to Wessex Water response there is limited capacity further downstream in 

the network and cumulative development in this area may necessitate improvements 

to the foul sewer system. When Local Plans are formed with cumulative development 

in a catchment, a strategic and sustainable approach to foul drainage strategy will be 

expected. 

4.1.7 Upon grant of planning or formal inclusion in an adopted local plan, Wessex Water will 

need to undertake a modelling exercise to determine the impact of this site and 

cumulative development proposed in the Trowbridge catchment.  

4.1.8 An adoptable pumping station will require 15 metre clearance from houses and a 

satisfactory compound arrangement with tanker access and turning arrangements 

located off public highway in accordance with the SSG Design and Construction 

Guidance. 

4.1.9 Alternatively, a new pumping station at the site could pump both the development 

and the flows in the exiting rising mains crossing the site, thus removing the need for 

an additional rising main and further easement on the site.  This would need further 

discussion with Wessex Water. 

5 CONCLUSION 

5.1.1 EA mapping indicates that the majority of the site is located in Flood Zone 1, the area 

in the north of the site bounding the River Avon will be designated as green open 

spaces. Therefore, this site is suitable for development in terms of fluvial flood risk. 

The site is at low risk of flooding from surface water.  It is anticipated that ground 

reprofiling and the addition of SuDS features will manage the localised risk in low 

laying areas.   

5.1.2 Infiltration testing has not been carried out to date.  Although the River Terrace 

Deposits to the north of the study area are expected to be permeable, they are close 

to a major watercourse and the depth to groundwater may be unsuitable for 

infiltration SUDS. Infiltration testing should be undertaken to confirm the discharge 

hierarchy and further investigation should be undertaken to confirm groundwater 

levels.  It is proposed that surface water will discharge to the River Avon at QBAR 
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greenfield runoff rates and therefore groundwater levels will not impact the proposed 

drainage strategy. 

5.1.3 To replicate pre-development conditions, the use of two attenuation basin with a 

combined storage capacity of 21,811.5m3 will be required for Scenario A and for 

Scenario B the required combined storage capacity is 14,410.1m3 is proposed. The 

basins have been designed to accommodate runoff from all storm events up to and 

including a 1 in 100 year + 40% climate change storm event. 

5.1.4 The preferred points of connection for foul flows is manhole 7401 located in Marsh 

Road.  Foul flows from the development will need to pump to the preferred 

connection point. A developer enquiry has been submitted to Wessex Water to 

confirm capacity within the existing foul network to accommodate flows form the site.  
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MicroDrainage Calculations 
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Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

15 min Summer 99.037 0.337 48.5 3533.9 O K
30 min Summer 99.140 0.440 49.2 4638.7 O K
60 min Summer 99.245 0.545 49.2 5775.2 O K
120 min Summer 99.347 0.647 49.2 6896.2 O K
180 min Summer 99.402 0.702 49.2 7503.3 O K
240 min Summer 99.438 0.738 49.2 7898.5 O K
360 min Summer 99.488 0.788 49.2 8460.4 O K
480 min Summer 99.520 0.820 49.2 8819.6 O K
600 min Summer 99.542 0.842 49.2 9060.6 O K
720 min Summer 99.557 0.857 49.2 9223.8 O K
960 min Summer 99.572 0.872 49.2 9401.4 O K
1440 min Summer 99.574 0.874 49.2 9421.0 O K
2160 min Summer 99.557 0.857 49.2 9234.9 O K
2880 min Summer 99.537 0.837 49.2 9002.1 O K
4320 min Summer 99.486 0.786 49.2 8437.6 O K
5760 min Summer 99.426 0.726 49.2 7770.9 O K
7200 min Summer 99.368 0.668 49.2 7123.9 O K
8640 min Summer 99.313 0.613 49.2 6518.7 O K
10080 min Summer 99.262 0.562 49.2 5965.7 O K

15 min Winter 99.077 0.377 48.9 3960.7 O K
30 min Winter 99.192 0.492 49.2 5202.0 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Flooded
Volume
(m³)

Discharge
Volume
(m³)

Time-Peak
(mins)

15 min Summer 143.075 0.0 2420.8 27
30 min Summer 94.217 0.0 3232.3 41
60 min Summer 59.033 0.0 5057.1 70
120 min Summer 35.661 0.0 6084.0 130
180 min Summer 26.162 0.0 6626.0 190
240 min Summer 20.882 0.0 6964.5 250
360 min Summer 15.218 0.0 7372.0 368
480 min Summer 12.139 0.0 7538.1 488
600 min Summer 10.179 0.0 7547.2 606
720 min Summer 8.810 0.0 7452.4 726
960 min Summer 7.010 0.0 7213.0 964
1440 min Summer 5.071 0.0 6736.5 1428
2160 min Summer 3.662 0.0 12157.8 1748
2880 min Summer 2.903 0.0 12572.5 2116
4320 min Summer 2.090 0.0 12373.6 2944
5760 min Summer 1.654 0.0 15526.7 3704
7200 min Summer 1.378 0.0 16139.3 4536
8640 min Summer 1.187 0.0 16607.4 5272
10080 min Summer 1.047 0.0 16917.7 6048

15 min Winter 143.075 0.0 2745.7 26
30 min Winter 94.217 0.0 3577.6 41
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Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)
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Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

60 min Winter 99.310 0.610 49.2 6481.3 O K
120 min Winter 99.424 0.724 49.2 7747.0 O K
180 min Winter 99.487 0.787 49.2 8439.8 O K
240 min Winter 99.527 0.827 49.2 8892.4 O K
360 min Winter 99.584 0.884 49.2 9529.6 O K
480 min Winter 99.620 0.920 49.2 9939.1 O K
600 min Winter 99.645 0.945 49.2 10219.2 O K
720 min Winter 99.662 0.962 49.2 10414.8 O K
960 min Winter 99.682 0.982 49.2 10643.9 O K
1440 min Winter 99.690 0.990 49.2 10739.9 O K
2160 min Winter 99.667 0.967 49.2 10473.7 O K
2880 min Winter 99.639 0.939 49.2 10150.2 O K
4320 min Winter 99.570 0.870 49.2 9378.3 O K
5760 min Winter 99.489 0.789 49.2 8472.7 O K
7200 min Winter 99.398 0.698 49.2 7450.7 O K
8640 min Winter 99.313 0.613 49.2 6513.4 O K
10080 min Winter 99.237 0.537 49.2 5685.1 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Flooded
Volume
(m³)

Discharge
Volume
(m³)

Time-Peak
(mins)

60 min Winter 59.033 0.0 5666.1 70
120 min Winter 35.661 0.0 6745.7 128
180 min Winter 26.162 0.0 7262.1 186
240 min Winter 20.882 0.0 7540.7 246
360 min Winter 15.218 0.0 7768.7 362
480 min Winter 12.139 0.0 7723.3 478
600 min Winter 10.179 0.0 7620.4 596
720 min Winter 8.810 0.0 7515.6 710
960 min Winter 7.010 0.0 7311.7 940
1440 min Winter 5.071 0.0 6931.7 1386
2160 min Winter 3.662 0.0 13448.1 1992
2880 min Winter 2.903 0.0 13724.8 2248
4320 min Winter 2.090 0.0 12788.0 3164
5760 min Winter 1.654 0.0 17394.1 4096
7200 min Winter 1.378 0.0 18084.5 4904
8640 min Winter 1.187 0.0 18629.1 5632
10080 min Winter 1.047 0.0 19012.2 6360
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Rainfall Details

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Rainfall Model FSR Winter Storms Yes
Return Period (years) 100 Cv (Summer) 0.750

Region England and Wales Cv (Winter) 0.840
M5-60 (mm) 20.800 Shortest Storm (mins) 15

Ratio R 0.391 Longest Storm (mins) 10080
Summer Storms Yes Climate Change % +40

Time Area Diagram

Total Area (ha) 13.320

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

0 4 4.440 4 8 4.440 8 12 4.440
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Model Details
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Storage is Online Cover Level (m) 100.000

Tank or Pond Structure

Invert Level (m) 98.700

Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²)

0.000 10300.0 1.000 11407.6 1.300 11866.4

Hydro-Brake® Optimum Outflow Control

Unit Reference MD-SHE-0292-4920-1000-4920
Design Head (m) 1.000

Design Flow (l/s) 49.2
Flush-Flo™ Calculated
Objective Minimise upstream storage

Application Surface
Sump Available Yes
Diameter (mm) 292

Invert Level (m) 98.700
Minimum Outlet Pipe Diameter (mm) 375
Suggested Manhole Diameter (mm) 1800

Control Points Head (m) Flow (l/s)

Design Point (Calculated) 1.000 49.2
Flush-Flo™ 0.441 49.2
Kick-Flo® 0.782 43.7

Mean Flow over Head Range - 39.5

The hydrological calculations have been based on the Head/Discharge relationship for the
Hydro-Brake® Optimum as specified.  Should another type of control device other than a
Hydro-Brake Optimum® be utilised then these storage routing calculations will be
invalidated

Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s)

0.100 9.0 1.200 53.7 3.000 83.7 7.000 126.5
0.200 30.1 1.400 57.8 3.500 90.2 7.500 130.8
0.300 47.8 1.600 61.7 4.000 96.3 8.000 135.0
0.400 49.1 1.800 65.3 4.500 102.0 8.500 139.1
0.500 49.0 2.000 68.7 5.000 107.3 9.000 143.1
0.600 48.1 2.200 72.0 5.500 112.4 9.500 146.9
0.800 44.2 2.400 75.1 6.000 117.3
1.000 49.2 2.600 78.1 6.500 122.0
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Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

15 min Summer 99.038 0.338 49.8 3640.9 O K
30 min Summer 99.141 0.441 50.6 4779.1 O K
60 min Summer 99.246 0.546 50.6 5950.0 O K
120 min Summer 99.348 0.648 50.6 7105.1 O K
180 min Summer 99.403 0.703 50.6 7730.7 O K
240 min Summer 99.439 0.739 50.6 8138.0 O K
360 min Summer 99.490 0.790 50.6 8717.2 O K
480 min Summer 99.522 0.822 50.6 9088.1 O K
600 min Summer 99.544 0.844 50.6 9337.2 O K
720 min Summer 99.558 0.858 50.6 9506.0 O K
960 min Summer 99.574 0.874 50.6 9690.4 O K
1440 min Summer 99.576 0.876 50.6 9713.0 O K
2160 min Summer 99.560 0.860 50.6 9524.0 O K
2880 min Summer 99.539 0.839 50.6 9286.8 O K
4320 min Summer 99.489 0.789 50.6 8709.3 O K
5760 min Summer 99.429 0.729 50.6 8026.7 O K
7200 min Summer 99.371 0.671 50.6 7363.5 O K
8640 min Summer 99.316 0.616 50.6 6742.6 O K
10080 min Summer 99.266 0.566 50.6 6174.7 O K

15 min Winter 99.078 0.378 50.3 4080.5 O K
30 min Winter 99.193 0.493 50.6 5359.3 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Flooded
Volume
(m³)

Discharge
Volume
(m³)

Time-Peak
(mins)

15 min Summer 143.075 0.0 2479.5 27
30 min Summer 94.217 0.0 3314.4 41
60 min Summer 59.033 0.0 5196.3 70
120 min Summer 35.661 0.0 6252.6 130
180 min Summer 26.162 0.0 6810.1 190
240 min Summer 20.882 0.0 7158.3 250
360 min Summer 15.218 0.0 7578.8 368
480 min Summer 12.139 0.0 7751.4 488
600 min Summer 10.179 0.0 7762.8 606
720 min Summer 8.810 0.0 7667.5 726
960 min Summer 7.010 0.0 7422.1 964
1440 min Summer 5.071 0.0 6931.6 1428
2160 min Summer 3.662 0.0 12508.2 1748
2880 min Summer 2.903 0.0 12932.1 2116
4320 min Summer 2.090 0.0 12723.3 2944
5760 min Summer 1.654 0.0 15988.1 3704
7200 min Summer 1.378 0.0 16618.0 4536
8640 min Summer 1.187 0.0 17098.9 5272
10080 min Summer 1.047 0.0 17415.9 6048

15 min Winter 143.075 0.0 2813.7 26
30 min Winter 94.217 0.0 3670.2 41
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Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

60 min Winter 99.310 0.610 50.6 6677.4 O K
120 min Winter 99.425 0.725 50.6 7981.4 O K
180 min Winter 99.488 0.788 50.6 8695.3 O K
240 min Winter 99.528 0.828 50.6 9162.0 O K
360 min Winter 99.585 0.885 50.6 9819.3 O K
480 min Winter 99.622 0.922 50.6 10241.7 O K
600 min Winter 99.646 0.946 50.6 10531.0 O K
720 min Winter 99.664 0.964 50.6 10733.1 O K
960 min Winter 99.684 0.984 50.6 10970.4 O K
1440 min Winter 99.693 0.993 50.6 11071.6 O K
2160 min Winter 99.670 0.970 50.6 10800.4 O K
2880 min Winter 99.641 0.941 50.6 10469.8 O K
4320 min Winter 99.573 0.873 50.6 9679.3 O K
5760 min Winter 99.493 0.793 50.6 8751.0 O K
7200 min Winter 99.401 0.701 50.6 7703.8 O K
8640 min Winter 99.316 0.616 50.6 6741.9 O K
10080 min Winter 99.241 0.541 50.6 5891.5 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Flooded
Volume
(m³)

Discharge
Volume
(m³)

Time-Peak
(mins)

60 min Winter 59.033 0.0 5822.8 70
120 min Winter 35.661 0.0 6933.3 128
180 min Winter 26.162 0.0 7465.4 186
240 min Winter 20.882 0.0 7752.7 246
360 min Winter 15.218 0.0 7990.8 362
480 min Winter 12.139 0.0 7947.4 478
600 min Winter 10.179 0.0 7842.7 596
720 min Winter 8.810 0.0 7735.4 710
960 min Winter 7.010 0.0 7525.7 940
1440 min Winter 5.071 0.0 7133.4 1386
2160 min Winter 3.662 0.0 13835.1 1992
2880 min Winter 2.903 0.0 14116.8 2248
4320 min Winter 2.090 0.0 13152.4 3164
5760 min Winter 1.654 0.0 17911.1 4096
7200 min Winter 1.378 0.0 18621.1 4904
8640 min Winter 1.187 0.0 19180.3 5632
10080 min Winter 1.047 0.0 19572.5 6360
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Rainfall Details

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Rainfall Model FSR Winter Storms Yes
Return Period (years) 100 Cv (Summer) 0.750

Region England and Wales Cv (Winter) 0.840
M5-60 (mm) 20.800 Shortest Storm (mins) 15

Ratio R 0.391 Longest Storm (mins) 10080
Summer Storms Yes Climate Change % +40

Time Area Diagram

Total Area (ha) 13.722

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

0 4 4.574 4 8 4.574 8 12 4.574
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Model Details

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storage is Online Cover Level (m) 100.000

Tank or Pond Structure

Invert Level (m) 98.700

Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²)

0.000 10600.0 1.000 11723.2 1.300 12188.3

Hydro-Brake® Optimum Outflow Control

Unit Reference MD-SHE-0296-5060-1000-5060
Design Head (m) 1.000

Design Flow (l/s) 50.6
Flush-Flo™ Calculated
Objective Minimise upstream storage

Application Surface
Sump Available Yes
Diameter (mm) 296

Invert Level (m) 98.700
Minimum Outlet Pipe Diameter (mm) 375
Suggested Manhole Diameter (mm) 1800

Control Points Head (m) Flow (l/s)

Design Point (Calculated) 1.000 50.6
Flush-Flo™ 0.447 50.6
Kick-Flo® 0.785 45.0

Mean Flow over Head Range - 40.6

The hydrological calculations have been based on the Head/Discharge relationship for the
Hydro-Brake® Optimum as specified.  Should another type of control device other than a
Hydro-Brake Optimum® be utilised then these storage routing calculations will be
invalidated

Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s)

0.100 9.1 1.200 55.2 3.000 86.1 7.000 130.2
0.200 30.4 1.400 59.5 3.500 92.8 7.500 134.6
0.300 49.0 1.600 63.5 4.000 99.0 8.000 138.9
0.400 50.4 1.800 67.2 4.500 104.9 8.500 143.1
0.500 50.4 2.000 70.7 5.000 110.4 9.000 147.2
0.600 49.5 2.200 74.1 5.500 115.7 9.500 151.1
0.800 45.4 2.400 77.3 6.000 120.7
1.000 50.6 2.600 80.3 6.500 125.5
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Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

15 min Summer 99.047 0.347 34.1 2462.4 O K
30 min Summer 99.151 0.451 34.3 3233.1 O K
60 min Summer 99.257 0.557 34.3 4025.3 O K
120 min Summer 99.359 0.659 34.3 4805.5 O K
180 min Summer 99.413 0.713 34.3 5227.6 O K
240 min Summer 99.449 0.749 34.3 5502.5 O K
360 min Summer 99.498 0.798 34.3 5888.9 O K
480 min Summer 99.529 0.829 34.3 6131.1 O K
600 min Summer 99.549 0.849 34.3 6291.8 O K
720 min Summer 99.562 0.862 34.3 6398.9 O K
960 min Summer 99.576 0.876 34.3 6510.6 O K
1440 min Summer 99.575 0.875 34.3 6503.3 O K
2160 min Summer 99.556 0.856 34.3 6347.4 O K
2880 min Summer 99.533 0.833 34.3 6163.7 O K
4320 min Summer 99.479 0.779 34.3 5743.4 O K
5760 min Summer 99.417 0.717 34.3 5256.5 O K
7200 min Summer 99.356 0.656 34.3 4784.1 O K
8640 min Summer 99.299 0.599 34.3 4347.0 O K
10080 min Summer 99.247 0.547 34.3 3950.7 O K

15 min Winter 99.087 0.387 34.2 2760.4 O K
30 min Winter 99.204 0.504 34.3 3626.2 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Flooded
Volume
(m³)

Discharge
Volume
(m³)

Time-Peak
(mins)

15 min Summer 143.075 0.0 1831.7 27
30 min Summer 94.217 0.0 2396.3 41
60 min Summer 59.033 0.0 3653.3 70
120 min Summer 35.661 0.0 4379.6 130
180 min Summer 26.162 0.0 4758.6 190
240 min Summer 20.882 0.0 4988.4 250
360 min Summer 15.218 0.0 5244.5 368
480 min Summer 12.139 0.0 5314.6 488
600 min Summer 10.179 0.0 5266.9 606
720 min Summer 8.810 0.0 5187.8 724
960 min Summer 7.010 0.0 5028.0 964
1440 min Summer 5.071 0.0 4723.0 1428
2160 min Summer 3.662 0.0 8625.1 1748
2880 min Summer 2.903 0.0 8933.4 2132
4320 min Summer 2.090 0.0 8718.7 2944
5760 min Summer 1.654 0.0 10894.4 3744
7200 min Summer 1.378 0.0 11331.5 4536
8640 min Summer 1.187 0.0 11673.6 5280
10080 min Summer 1.047 0.0 11914.7 6048

15 min Winter 143.075 0.0 2060.2 26
30 min Winter 94.217 0.0 2624.1 41



Wardell Armstrong LLP Page 2
2 Devon Way
Longbridge
Birmingham  B31 2SU
Date 17/02/2021 14:28 Designed by wmgis
File Scenario B_C1.SRCX Checked by
XP Solutions Source Control 2018.1

Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

60 min Winter 99.321 0.621 34.3 4517.9 O K
120 min Winter 99.435 0.735 34.3 5399.6 O K
180 min Winter 99.497 0.797 34.3 5880.6 O K
240 min Winter 99.536 0.836 34.3 6192.4 O K
360 min Winter 99.591 0.891 34.3 6630.4 O K
480 min Winter 99.626 0.926 34.3 6910.3 O K
600 min Winter 99.650 0.950 34.3 7100.2 O K
720 min Winter 99.666 0.966 34.3 7231.3 O K
960 min Winter 99.685 0.985 34.3 7381.1 O K
1440 min Winter 99.691 0.991 34.3 7429.8 O K
2160 min Winter 99.665 0.965 34.3 7220.3 O K
2880 min Winter 99.634 0.934 34.3 6973.1 O K
4320 min Winter 99.563 0.863 34.3 6402.4 O K
5760 min Winter 99.481 0.781 34.3 5754.3 O K
7200 min Winter 99.386 0.686 34.3 5015.1 O K
8640 min Winter 99.297 0.597 34.3 4336.5 O K
10080 min Winter 99.219 0.519 34.3 3739.4 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Flooded
Volume
(m³)

Discharge
Volume
(m³)

Time-Peak
(mins)

60 min Winter 59.033 0.0 4083.9 70
120 min Winter 35.661 0.0 4839.5 128
180 min Winter 26.162 0.0 5184.8 186
240 min Winter 20.882 0.0 5355.7 246
360 min Winter 15.218 0.0 5433.3 362
480 min Winter 12.139 0.0 5365.2 478
600 min Winter 10.179 0.0 5294.3 596
720 min Winter 8.810 0.0 5226.1 710
960 min Winter 7.010 0.0 5098.3 940
1440 min Winter 5.071 0.0 4865.7 1386
2160 min Winter 3.662 0.0 9534.3 1992
2880 min Winter 2.903 0.0 9720.7 2252
4320 min Winter 2.090 0.0 9009.1 3164
5760 min Winter 1.654 0.0 12202.7 4096
7200 min Winter 1.378 0.0 12694.2 4904
8640 min Winter 1.187 0.0 13088.9 5696
10080 min Winter 1.047 0.0 13382.2 6368
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Rainfall Details

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Rainfall Model FSR Winter Storms Yes
Return Period (years) 100 Cv (Summer) 0.750

Region England and Wales Cv (Winter) 0.840
M5-60 (mm) 20.800 Shortest Storm (mins) 15

Ratio R 0.391 Longest Storm (mins) 10080
Summer Storms Yes Climate Change % +40

Time Area Diagram

Total Area (ha) 9.290

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

0 4 3.097 4 8 3.097 8 12 3.097
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Model Details

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storage is Online Cover Level (m) 100.000

Tank or Pond Structure

Invert Level (m) 98.700

Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²)

0.000 6900.0 1.000 8128.1 1.300 8516.2

Hydro-Brake® Optimum Outflow Control

Unit Reference MD-SHE-0251-3430-1000-3430
Design Head (m) 1.000

Design Flow (l/s) 34.3
Flush-Flo™ Calculated
Objective Minimise upstream storage

Application Surface
Sump Available Yes
Diameter (mm) 251

Invert Level (m) 98.700
Minimum Outlet Pipe Diameter (mm) 300
Suggested Manhole Diameter (mm) 1800

Control Points Head (m) Flow (l/s)

Design Point (Calculated) 1.000 34.3
Flush-Flo™ 0.395 34.3
Kick-Flo® 0.755 30.0

Mean Flow over Head Range - 28.1

The hydrological calculations have been based on the Head/Discharge relationship for the
Hydro-Brake® Optimum as specified.  Should another type of control device other than a
Hydro-Brake Optimum® be utilised then these storage routing calculations will be
invalidated

Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s)

0.100 8.1 1.200 37.4 3.000 58.2 7.000 87.9
0.200 25.6 1.400 40.3 3.500 62.8 7.500 90.9
0.300 33.8 1.600 43.0 4.000 67.0 8.000 93.8
0.400 34.3 1.800 45.5 4.500 70.9 8.500 96.6
0.500 33.9 2.000 47.9 5.000 74.6 9.000 99.4
0.600 33.1 2.200 50.1 5.500 78.2 9.500 102.0
0.800 30.8 2.400 52.3 6.000 81.5
1.000 34.3 2.600 54.3 6.500 84.8
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Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

15 min Summer 99.047 0.347 32.0 2308.4 O K
30 min Summer 99.152 0.452 32.1 3031.0 O K
60 min Summer 99.257 0.557 32.1 3773.7 O K
120 min Summer 99.359 0.659 32.1 4505.0 O K
180 min Summer 99.414 0.714 32.1 4900.7 O K
240 min Summer 99.449 0.749 32.1 5158.4 O K
360 min Summer 99.498 0.798 32.1 5519.7 O K
480 min Summer 99.529 0.829 32.1 5745.9 O K
600 min Summer 99.549 0.849 32.1 5895.8 O K
720 min Summer 99.562 0.862 32.1 5995.5 O K
960 min Summer 99.576 0.876 32.1 6099.0 O K
1440 min Summer 99.575 0.875 32.1 6090.0 O K
2160 min Summer 99.555 0.855 32.1 5940.1 O K
2880 min Summer 99.531 0.831 32.1 5765.0 O K
4320 min Summer 99.478 0.778 32.1 5367.4 O K
5760 min Summer 99.415 0.715 32.1 4908.8 O K
7200 min Summer 99.354 0.654 32.1 4463.7 O K
8640 min Summer 99.296 0.596 32.1 4052.4 O K
10080 min Summer 99.244 0.544 32.1 3679.7 O K

15 min Winter 99.088 0.388 32.1 2587.8 O K
30 min Winter 99.204 0.504 32.1 3399.6 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Flooded
Volume
(m³)

Discharge
Volume
(m³)

Time-Peak
(mins)

15 min Summer 143.075 0.0 1736.1 27
30 min Summer 94.217 0.0 2264.6 41
60 min Summer 59.033 0.0 3441.2 70
120 min Summer 35.661 0.0 4123.2 130
180 min Summer 26.162 0.0 4478.2 190
240 min Summer 20.882 0.0 4691.9 250
360 min Summer 15.218 0.0 4926.1 368
480 min Summer 12.139 0.0 4981.8 488
600 min Summer 10.179 0.0 4929.1 606
720 min Summer 8.810 0.0 4855.0 724
960 min Summer 7.010 0.0 4706.6 964
1440 min Summer 5.071 0.0 4425.4 1428
2160 min Summer 3.662 0.0 8104.1 1752
2880 min Summer 2.903 0.0 8394.4 2132
4320 min Summer 2.090 0.0 8175.4 2944
5760 min Summer 1.654 0.0 10222.0 3744
7200 min Summer 1.378 0.0 10633.0 4536
8640 min Summer 1.187 0.0 10955.8 5280
10080 min Summer 1.047 0.0 11185.2 6048

15 min Winter 143.075 0.0 1950.5 26
30 min Winter 94.217 0.0 2475.3 41
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Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

60 min Winter 99.322 0.622 32.1 4235.5 O K
120 min Winter 99.436 0.736 32.1 5062.2 O K
180 min Winter 99.497 0.797 32.1 5512.7 O K
240 min Winter 99.537 0.837 32.1 5804.7 O K
360 min Winter 99.592 0.892 32.1 6214.7 O K
480 min Winter 99.626 0.926 32.1 6476.5 O K
600 min Winter 99.650 0.950 32.1 6654.1 O K
720 min Winter 99.666 0.966 32.1 6776.6 O K
960 min Winter 99.684 0.984 32.1 6916.1 O K
1440 min Winter 99.690 0.990 32.1 6960.0 O K
2160 min Winter 99.664 0.964 32.1 6761.1 O K
2880 min Winter 99.633 0.933 32.1 6526.2 O K
4320 min Winter 99.561 0.861 32.1 5987.6 O K
5760 min Winter 99.479 0.779 32.1 5378.1 O K
7200 min Winter 99.384 0.684 32.1 4682.6 O K
8640 min Winter 99.295 0.595 32.1 4043.8 O K
10080 min Winter 99.216 0.516 32.1 3481.5 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Flooded
Volume
(m³)

Discharge
Volume
(m³)

Time-Peak
(mins)

60 min Winter 59.033 0.0 3845.5 70
120 min Winter 35.661 0.0 4553.6 128
180 min Winter 26.162 0.0 4874.0 186
240 min Winter 20.882 0.0 5028.4 246
360 min Winter 15.218 0.0 5084.1 362
480 min Winter 12.139 0.0 5018.7 478
600 min Winter 10.179 0.0 4952.7 596
720 min Winter 8.810 0.0 4889.6 710
960 min Winter 7.010 0.0 4772.3 940
1440 min Winter 5.071 0.0 4559.5 1386
2160 min Winter 3.662 0.0 8956.3 1992
2880 min Winter 2.903 0.0 9125.8 2252
4320 min Winter 2.090 0.0 8446.7 3164
5760 min Winter 1.654 0.0 11449.3 4096
7200 min Winter 1.378 0.0 11911.3 4904
8640 min Winter 1.187 0.0 12283.3 5704
10080 min Winter 1.047 0.0 12561.5 6368
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Rainfall Details

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Rainfall Model FSR Winter Storms Yes
Return Period (years) 100 Cv (Summer) 0.750

Region England and Wales Cv (Winter) 0.840
M5-60 (mm) 20.800 Shortest Storm (mins) 15

Ratio R 0.391 Longest Storm (mins) 10080
Summer Storms Yes Climate Change % +40

Time Area Diagram

Total Area (ha) 8.710

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

Time
From:

(mins)
To:

Area
(ha)

0 4 2.903 4 8 2.903 8 12 2.903
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Model Details

©1982-2018 Innovyze

Storage is Online Cover Level (m) 100.000

Tank or Pond Structure

Invert Level (m) 98.700

Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²)

0.000 6450.0 1.000 7639.1 1.300 8015.4

Hydro-Brake® Optimum Outflow Control

Unit Reference MD-SHE-0244-3210-1000-3210
Design Head (m) 1.000

Design Flow (l/s) 32.1
Flush-Flo™ Calculated
Objective Minimise upstream storage

Application Surface
Sump Available Yes
Diameter (mm) 244

Invert Level (m) 98.700
Minimum Outlet Pipe Diameter (mm) 300
Suggested Manhole Diameter (mm) 1800

Control Points Head (m) Flow (l/s)

Design Point (Calculated) 1.000 32.1
Flush-Flo™ 0.388 32.1
Kick-Flo® 0.751 28.0

Mean Flow over Head Range - 26.4

The hydrological calculations have been based on the Head/Discharge relationship for the
Hydro-Brake® Optimum as specified.  Should another type of control device other than a
Hydro-Brake Optimum® be utilised then these storage routing calculations will be
invalidated

Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s)

0.100 8.0 1.200 35.0 3.000 54.5 7.000 82.2
0.200 24.8 1.400 37.7 3.500 58.7 7.500 85.0
0.300 31.7 1.600 40.2 4.000 62.6 8.000 87.8
0.400 32.1 1.800 42.6 4.500 66.3 8.500 90.4
0.500 31.7 2.000 44.8 5.000 69.8 9.000 93.0
0.600 30.9 2.200 46.9 5.500 73.1 9.500 95.4
0.800 28.9 2.400 48.9 6.000 76.3
1.000 32.1 2.600 50.8 6.500 79.3
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Garcia, Adriana

From: Alison Kurobasa <Alison.Kurobasa@wessexwater.co.uk>
Sent: 03 March 2021 16:26
To: Garcia, Adriana
Cc: Planning Liaison; Whitehouse, Kerry
Subject: WWDevRespST86SE/ 472 - BM12149 - Marsh Road, Staverton, Trowbridge
Attachments: Proposed Connection Point.pdf; Trowbridge Framework Plan (northern area) site 4 

overall.jpg; WWMap New Terrace Staverton Trowbridge.PDF

Hello Adriana 
 
Site;  Site off New Terrace / Marsh Road, Staverton 
Application:  Site 4 North Trowbridge: Land North of Trowbridge  
Proposal; Mixed-use development to include the following: Approximately 500 dwellings to include self 
and custom build plots, as well as specialist housing. Land for one Two Form Entry Primary School, 
Land for one 40 place nursery with space to increase to 60 spaces after 2036, Land for community 
orchards and allotments, Open space provision to include an area alongside the Kennet and Avon Canal, 
Walking and cycling links to and from the town centre, nearby settlements including Hilperton, Staverton 
and Semington and footbridges over the Canal Land for a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP) and a 
Multi-use Games Area (MUGA). 
 
Thank you for your pre-development enquiry. 
 
Existing Wessex Water Apparatus crossing the site 

 The site is crossed by Wessex Water apparatus; an 8’’ PVC Water main along the southern boundary 
and two foul rising mains 185mm & 225mm to the west.   

 These 3 pressurised mains must all be accurately located and plotted on site and on development plans.  
 Buildings, structures and obstruction are not permitted within a minimum 5 metres either side of the water 

main, nor minimum 3 metres either side of the foul rising mains. This also includes surface water 
attenuation features and earthworks.  

 The pressurised mains must all remain in open access areas and must not be incorporated in to enclosed 
spaces or private gardens.  Wessex Water requires unrestricted access to maintain the public water 
supply and sewers. No tree planting within 6 metres. 

 
Foul Sewerage 

 There is a 400mm foul sewer in New Terrace to the south west corner of your site that appears to be the 
nearest size for size connection point for your sewer.  You are proposing a pumped connection and this 
seems acceptable in principal, subject to application and detailed design.  

 Developers may connect to the public sewer on a size for size basis at their cost,  any necessary network 
improvements are funded by Wessex Water in accordance with our infrastructure charging arrangements. 

 There is limited capacity further downstream in the network and cumulative development in this area may 
necessitate improvements to the foul sewer system. When Local Plans are formed with cumulative 
development in a catchment, a strategic and sustainable approach to foul drainage strategy will be 
expected. 

 Upon grant of planning or formal inclusion in an adopted local plan, we will need to undertake a modelling 
exercise to determine the impact of this site and cumulative development proposed in the Trowbridge 
catchment.  

 An adoptable pumping station will require 15 metre clearance from houses and a satisfactory compound 
arrangement with tanker access and turning arrangements located off public highway in accordance with 
the SSG Design and Construction Guidance. 

 
Surface Water Sewerage 

 Surface water to be disposed of in accordance with Suds Hierarchy and NPPF Guidelines.  
 We use the Sewerage Sector Guidance (SSG) published 1st April 2020 as the design standard for 

adoptable sewers. If the intention is to offer parts of the drainage scheme up for adoption the applicant 
will need to consult with Wessex Water, prior to the submission of any drainage scheme details to the 
local planning authority, to ensure compliance under the new adoption codes and to formally commence 
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the adoption process. Applicants should contact Wessex Water through the regional development team 
at development.north@wessexwater.co.uk .  

 Groundwater and overland flows should not be captured in the public surface water sewer system.  
 The surface water strategy and associated flood risk measures must be approved by the Lead Local flood 

authority. 
 Surface water disposal to the public foul sewer is not permitted. 

 
I trust you find these initial comments of interest. When you have more details of the layout, more certainty of the 
scheme progressing and an idea of the programme, we can further advise on proposals for the site.  
 
For application details and guidance notes please visit the Developer Services webpage: 
https://www.wessexwater.co.uk/services/building-and-developing 
 
Regards 
 
Alison Kurobasa 
Planning liaison 
Wessex Water 
Claverton Down Bath BA2 7WW 
wessexwater.co.uk 
 

Planning.liaison@wessexwater.co.uk 
  

These comments are based upon known circumstances prevailing at the time of writing.  A review of the contents of this 
email is required where 18 months or more have elapsed since issue, or in the light of significant changes likely to impact 
on our response such as development numbers or phasing.  Please email review requests to 
planning.liaison@wessexwater.co.uk 
 
 

From: Garcia, Adriana <agarcia@wardell-armstrong.com>  
Sent: 16 February 2021 12:45 
To: Developer Services <Developers.Services@wessexwater.co.uk> 
Cc: Whitehouse, Kerry <kwhitehouse@wardell-armstrong.com> 
Subject: BM12149 - Developer Enquiry for proposed site off Marsh Road, Staverton 
 
Hello Sir/Madam, 
 
I would like to submit a developer enquiry for the proposed site off Marsh Road, Staverton. The site is approximately 45ha 
of greenfield and is located at land off Marsh Road, Staverton in the Wiltshire. The Site is situated at grid reference: 
386225, 160670, the closest postcode to the site is BA14 6PA.  
 
The site is being promoted in the Wiltshire Council Local Plan – Planning for Trowbridge as Site 4. The site falls into 2 
ownerships, L&Q to the West and Bird/Hooper to the East (see attached red line on Drainage Strategy Drawing). 
 
Site 4 North Trowbridge: Land North of Trowbridge, is proposed for a mixed-use development to include the following: 
Approximately 500 dwellings to include self and custom build plots, as well as specialist housing. Land for one Two Form 
Entry Primary School, Land for one 40 place nursery with space to increase to 60 spaces after 2036, Land for community 
orchards and allotments, Open space provision to include an area alongside the Kennet and Avon Canal, Walking and 
cycling links to and from the town centre, nearby settlements including Hilperton, Staverton and Semington and 
footbridges over the Canal Land for a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP) and a Multi-use Games Area (MUGA). 
 
According to Wessex Water sewer records, there are two fouls rising mains crossing the site along the west boundary and 
there are no surface water sewers within the site. 
 
Surface water from the proposed development will be attenuated in above ground SuDS features and will discharge 
following the topography of the site to the River Avon. 
 
The proposals for foul discharge is for the flows to be pumped south to manhole 7401 located in the vicinity of Marsh Road 
as shown in the attached sketch. 
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Please could you confirm that this e-mail serve as a formal developer enquiry?  
 
Look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Best regards, 
 
adriana 
 
 
 
Adriana Garcia | Engineer 
Wardell Armstrong 
2 Devon Way, Longbridge, Birmingham, B31 2TS 
t. 0121 580 0909 m: 07469856633 

 

 

  

 

______________________________________________________________________ 

This email is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not copy, distribute, disclose or use the 
information contained in it. If you have received this communication in error, please tell us immediately by return email 
and then delete the email and any copies of it from your computer system. Thank you. 

Wessex Water Services Limited, Registered in England No 2366648. Registered Office – Wessex Water Operations Centre, 
Claverton Down Road, Claverton Down, Bath, BA2 7WW 

______________________________________________________________________ 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 Wardell Armstrong LLP has been commissioned by L&Q Estates Limited to undertake 

work relating to air quality to support a site for allocation on land at Marsh Road, 

Staverton in Trowbridge.  

1.1.2 Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan: Looking to the Future: Planning for Trowbridge (January 

2021) identifies the land as a proposed site for allocation (referred to as Site 4) for the 

following uses: 

• Approximately 500 dwellings to include self and custom build plots, as well as 

specialist housing; 

• Land for one Two Form Entry Primary School; 

• Land for one 40 place nursery with space to increase to 60 spaces after 2036; 

• Land for community orchards and allotments; 

• Open space provision to include an area alongside the Kennet and Avon Canal; 

• Walking and cycling links to and from the town centre, nearby settlements 

including Hilperton, Staverton and Semington and footbridges over the Canal; and 

• Land for a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP) and a Multi-use Games Area 

(MUGA). 

1.1.3 The purpose of this Technical Note is to provide a high level desk study of the air 

quality environment and potential air quality constraints in the area of the site to 

inform the L&Q Estates consultation response document which will be submitted in 

support of the allocation of the site.  
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1.1.4 The site comprises open land and is located at the northern edge of the village of 

Staverton. To the northeast, the site is bordered by the River Avon and open 

agricultural land. To the southeast, the site is bordered by the Kennet and Avon Canal, 

with the A423 and open agricultural land beyond. To the southwest, the site is 

bordered by Marsh Road with existing residential properties beyond. To the west and 

northwest, the site is bordered the railway line from Trowbridge to Melksham, with 

existing residential properties on Elm Close and existing commercial premises at 

Staverton Mill beyond. 

2 LOCAL AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 

2.1.1 The site lies within the administrative area of Wiltshire Council (WC), which is 

responsible for the management of air quality within the vicinity of the site. There are 

currently eight Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) declared within WC 

administrative area. The closest AQMA to the site is Bradford on Avon AQMA 

(declared for exceedance of the annual mean objective for NO2) which is located in 

Bradford on Avon, approximately 3 km to the west of the site. The site is therefore not 

located within an AQMA or area of concern with regards to poor air quality.  

2.1.2 WC has carried out real-time monitoring of NO2 at four locations and passive 

monitoring (NO2 diffusion tubes) at 76 locations in 2019, the most recent year for 

which published data is available. None of these locations are within proximity to the 

site; the closest monitoring points are WC diffusion tubes DT09, DT45 and DT46, which 

are all located in Trowbridge approximately 2.5 km south of the site. 

2.1.3 In order to provide more information on background concentrations at the site, data 

has been obtained from the 2018-based default concentration maps provided by 

Defra on their Local Air Quality Management (LAQM) web pages 

(http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/review-and-assessment/tools/background-maps.html).  

2.1.4 The background pollutant concentrations are detailed below in Table 1.   

 

Table 1: Background Air Pollutant Concentrations Obtained from the 2018-Based Defra Default 
Concentration Maps 

Site Coordinates 
2021 Pollutant Concentrations (µg/m3) 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Fine Particulate Matter (PM10) 

 385952, 160531 8.49 12.72 

 

http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/review-and-assessment/tools/background-maps.html
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2.1.5 The annual mean air quality objective for both NO2 and PM10 concentrations is 

40µg/m3. The background concentrations for the site, as detailed in Table 1, are well 

below these objectives. 

3 AIR QUALITY CONSIDERATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT ON THE SITE 

3.1 Construction Phase 

3.1.1 During the construction phase, activities on the site may cause dust and particulate 

matter to be emitted to the atmosphere, which can have an adverse impact on local 

air quality at nearby sensitive receptors unless suitable mitigation measures are 

applied at source. Receptors which might be affected include existing residential 

properties along Marsh Lane, School Lane, Elm Close and Maxcroft Lane, as well as 

Emmaus School and Staverton Primary School, located on School Lane. Dust 

deposition resulting in the soiling of surfaces may result in complaints of nuisance 

through amenity loss or perceived damage caused, although this is usually temporary 

and can be mitigated through the use of standard environmental management 

measures such as wheel washing of vehicles and damping road surfaces during dry 

periods in the summer months.  

3.1.2 Exhaust emissions from construction vehicles could have an impact on local air quality 

both on-site and adjacent to the routes used by these vehicles to access the 

construction sites. As the routes that may be used are not known at this stage, a worst 

case assumption is that receptors which may be affected include existing residential 

properties along Marsh Lane, School Lane, Elm Close, Maxcroft Lane and Hammond 

Way, as well as Emmaus School and Staverton Primary School, located on School Lane. 

The greatest impact on air quality would be in areas immediately adjacent to the site 

access for construction traffic. The atmospheric emissions from construction vehicles 

would primarily be NO2 and PM10. However, this is not considered to pose a constraint 

to development given the good local air quality in the area and the fact that any 

change will last for the duration of the construction works only.   

3.2 Operational Phase 

3.2.1 Based on the low predicted background concentrations at the site, and the fact that 

no main roads are in close proximity, it is not considered that on-site pollutant 

concentrations are likely would pose a constraint to development at the site. An 

industrial estate lies to the west of the site, but this appears to comprise B2/B8 land 

uses with no heavy industry, so is unlikely to have any effect on the site. The railway 
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line from Melksham to Trowbridge lies adjacent to the western boundary of the site, 

however, Defra’s LAQM TG(16) document confirms in Table 7.2 that this rail line is not 

listed as one that requires assessment as it is not heavily trafficked by diesel passenger 

trains. 

3.2.2 Any potential development would generate additional traffic and cause a 

redistribution of existing traffic on the local road network resulting in the potential for 

adverse effects on local air quality to occur at properties located close to roads where 

traffic flows are predicted to increase. Given that the existing background pollutant 

concentrations (according to the Defra Background Maps) in this area are well below 

the Air Quality Strategy objectives this is unlikely to be a constraint to development of 

the site. 

3.2.3 Notwithstanding this, locating a primary school away from Marsh Road and further 

into the development site is likely to have air quality benefits, as this has the potential 

to encourage car-free travel to the schools and might also reduce potential congestion 

from school traffic on Marsh Road at the start and end of the school day. 

3.2.4 A review of Defra’s MAGIC Map confirms that there are no designated habitat sites 

close to the site. The closest designated sites are Gripwood Quarry Site of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI) (3.4km W), Inwood Warleigh SSSI (5.6km NW), Bath And 

Bradford on Avon Special Area of Conservation / Winsley Mines SSSI (6.1km W) and 

Iford Manor SSSI (5.9km W).  

4 CONCLUSION 

4.1.1 The site lies within the administrative area of Wiltshire Council (WC), which is 

responsible for the management of air quality within the vicinity of the site. There are 

currently eight Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) declared within WC 

administrative area. The closest AQMA to the site is Bradford on Avon AQMA 

approximately 3 km to the west of the site. The site is therefore not located within an 

AQMA or area of concern with regards to poor air quality.  

4.1.2 To provide more information on background concentrations at the site, data has been 

obtained from the 2018-based default concentration maps provided by Defra.  The 

annual mean air quality objective for both NO2 and PM10 concentrations is 40µg/m3. 

The background concentrations for the site are well below these objectives. 
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4.1.3 Based on the low predicted background concentrations at the site, and the fact that 

no main roads are in close proximity, it is not considered that on-site pollutant 

concentrations would pose a constraint to development at the site. 

4.1.4 Any potential development would generate additional traffic and cause a 

redistribution of existing traffic on the local road network resulting in the potential for 

an increase in pollutant concentrations at properties located close to roads where 

traffic flows are predicted to increase. Given that the existing background pollutant 

concentrations in this area are well below the air quality objectives this is unlikely to 

be a constraint to development of the site. 

4.1.5 In conclusion, it is considered that local air quality does not pose a constraint in this 

location and the site is suitable for development.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 Wardell Armstrong LLP has been commissioned by L&Q Estates Limited to undertake 

work relating to ground conditions to support a site for allocation on land at Marsh 

Road, Staverton in Trowbridge.  

1.1.2 Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan: Looking to the Future: Planning for Trowbridge (January 

2021) identifies the land as a proposed site for allocation (referred to as Site 4) for the 

following uses: 

• Approximately 500 dwellings to include self and custom build plots, as well as 

specialist housing; 

• Land for one Two Form Entry Primary School; 

• Land for one 40 place nursery with space to increase to 60 spaces after 2036; 

• Land for community orchards and allotments; 

• Open space provision to include an area alongside the Kennet and Avon Canal; 

• Walking and cycling links to and from the town centre, nearby settlements 

including Hilperton, Staverton and Semington and footbridges over the Canal; and 

• Land for a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP) and a Multi-use Games Area 

(MUGA). 

1.1.3 The purpose of this Technical Note is to provide a high level desk study of the ground 

conditions at the site to inform the L&Q Estates consultation response document 

which will be submitted in support of the allocation of the site.  
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2 CURRENT AND HISTORICAL SITE SETTING 

2.1 Current Site Setting 

2.1.1 The site comprises greenfield open land with occasional ponds and is located at the 

northern edge of the village of Staverton. To the northeast, the site is bordered by the 

River Avon and open agricultural land. To the southeast, the site is bordered by the 

Kennet and Avon Canal, with the A423 and open agricultural land beyond. To the 

southwest, the site is bordered by Marsh Road with existing residential properties 

beyond. To the west and northwest, the site is bordered the railway line from 

Trowbridge to Melksham, with existing residential properties on Elm Close and 

existing commercial premises at Staverton Mill beyond. 

2.2 Historical On-Site Setting 

2.2.1 The historical mapping is based on past editions of OS Mapping sourced as part of a 

Groundsure Report obtained for the Site. The 1880 series mapping sheet shows the 

Site to comprise of eleven fields with trees along the field boundaries. Several ponds 

are shown in the west, north, east, southern and central parts of the site.  Historical 

mapping indicates that the Site has remained largely unchanged since the 1880s.  

2.3 Historical Setting of Land Surrounding the Site 

2.3.1 Historical mapping records tanks and gasometers associated with the previous cloth 

mill, cannery and milk Processing factory, and the current cereal factory 50-300m 

northwest of the Site. A wharf is recorded to the southeast of the site associated with 

the Kennet and Avon canal. A school, vicarage, garage and the residential expansion 

of Trowbridge has been mapped to the south of the Site. The area to the north of the 

Site has remained relatively undeveloped from open fields with a gravel pit and 

sewage works within 500m. 

3 GEOLOGICAL AND HYDROGEOLOGICAL SITE SETTING 

3.1.1 The Site is underlain by superficial Head, River Terrace Deposits 1 and Alluvium 

deposits which overlie the Kellaways Formation – Sandstone, Siltstone and Mudstone 

bedrock. 

3.1.2 The Head Deposits are classified as Secondary Undifferentiated aquifers whilst the 

River Terrace Deposits 1 and Alluvium are Secondary A aquifers, respectively. The 

Kellaways Formation is classified as an unproductive aquifer. An unnamed 

watercourse / drainage channel some 200m in length is recorded traversing 
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northeast-southwest in the north western part of the Site and also along the eastern 

boundary.  

3.1.3 There are no active groundwater abstraction licenses within influencing distance of 

the Site. 

3.1.4 The Site does not lie within a Source Protection Zone. However, the northern part of 

the Site lies within an outer catchment confined aquifer Source Protection Zone 2c.  

Given the ground conditions it is unlikely that infiltration would be a viable means of 

surface water discharge and therefore these designations have no impact on the 

development. 

3.1.5 The majority of the site is located in Flood Zone 1. This zone comprises land assessed 

as having a less than 1 in 1000 annual probability of river or sea flooding (<0.1%). There 

is a very small proportion of the site, in the far north, close to the River Avon located 

in Flood Zone 2 and 3.   Therefore, the majority of the site is a low fluvial flood risk and 

suitable for development.   

4 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

4.1 Made Ground 

4.1.1 Made Ground is unlikely to be present, as the Site has not been previously developed. 

However, the potential for made ground within infilled historic ponds should be 

considered.  Asbestos is considered unlikely to be present based on no previous 

development at the Site. 

4.2 Radon 

4.2.1 Reference to BRE document “Radon: guidance on protective measures for new 

buildings” (2015) show the Site is shown to lie in an area where no protection against 

radon is needed should development of residential dwellings or new structures of 

similar form of construction and compartmentation occur. 

4.3 Unexploded Ordnance 

4.3.1 A Zetica unexploded ordnance (UXO) risk map has been reviewed. The map shows the 

site to be in a low risk area. Examination of historic plans indicates that the area 

around the site has not had previous military use and does not appear to have been 

subject to aerial bombardment during the Second World War.  The risk of unexploded 

ordnance (UXO) at the site can be considered to be very low.   
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4.4 Contamination Assessment 

4.4.1 From review of available information of the Site and the surrounding area it is not 

anticipated that there will be any significant pollutant linkages and sources of 

contamination at the site. 

4.4.2 The Site has been greenfield and agricultural land and it is considered likely that 

pesticides and herbicides will have been used across the Site area. Due to the methods 

used for distribution of pesticides and herbicides, it is considered unlikely that 

significant concentrations of these chemicals would be present across the site area 

and the risk associated with pesticides and herbicides to any new development is 

considered to be low. 

5 GEOTECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 

5.1.1 The likelihood of significant geotechnical hazards is considered to be low, there is 

potential for made ground across the site associated with infilled ponds. A moderate 

hazard for compressibility exists associated with Alluvium deposits and any infilled 

ponds. 

6 OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 

6.1.1 The Site is currently utilised as pastureland and green fields. Based on the available 

information reviewed the Site is considered to present an overall low risk from past 

use, adjacent operations and ground instability. 

6.1.2 By carrying out some targeted ground investigation and formulating an appropriate 

foundation design, the Site can be considered suitable for future development. 
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CLIENT: L&Q Estates Limited 

PROJECT: Land at Marsh Road, Staverton, Trowbridge 

SUBJECT: Noise Technical Note 

JOB NO.: BM12149 

DATE: 23rd February 2021 

PREPARED BY: Thomas Dalton 

REVIEWED BY: Mark Dawson  

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 Wardell Armstrong LLP has been commissioned by L&Q Estates Limited to undertake 

work relating to noise to support a site for allocation on land at Marsh Road, Staverton 

in Trowbridge.  

1.1.2 Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan: Looking to the Future: Planning for Trowbridge (January 

2021) identifies the land as a proposed site for allocation (referred to as Site 4) for the 

following uses: 

• Approximately 500 dwellings to include self and custom build plots, as well as 

specialist housing; 

• Land for one Two Form Entry Primary School; 

• Land for one 40 place nursery with space to increase to 60 spaces after 2036; 

• Land for community orchards and allotments; 

• Open space provision to include an area alongside the Kennet and Avon Canal; 

• Walking and cycling links to and from the town centre, nearby settlements 

including Hilperton, Staverton and Semington and footbridges over the Canal; and 

• Land for a Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP) and a Multi-use Games Area 

(MUGA). 

1.1.3 The purpose of this Technical Note is to provide a high level desk study of the noise 

environment and potential noise constraints in the area of the site to inform the L&Q 

Estates consultation response document which will be submitted in support of the 

allocation of the site.  
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1.1.4 The site comprises open land and is located at the northern edge of the village of 

Staverton. To the northeast, the site is bordered by the River Avon and open 

agricultural land. To the southeast, the site is bordered by the Kennet and Avon Canal, 

with the A423 and open agricultural land beyond. To the southwest, the site is 

bordered by Marsh Road with existing residential properties beyond. To the west and 

northwest, the site is bordered the railway line from Trowbridge to Melksham, with 

existing residential properties on Elm Close and existing commercial premises at 

Staverton Mill beyond. 

2 DEVELOPMENT IMPACT APPRAISAL 

2.1.1 A desk based noise appraisal of the site has been undertaken to establish potential 

noise sources in the vicinity of the site. The scale of any noise impact from the existing 

noise sources can be determined only with a full noise assessment using on-site noise 

measurements at the site.   

Road Traffic Noise from B3105 (Marsh Road) 

2.1.2 A desk-study of the surrounding areas has identified road traffic on the B3105 (Marsh 

Road) which borders the southern part of the site has the potential to have a noise 

impact on receptors this part of the site.  

Rail Noise from Trowbridge to Melksham Railway Line 

2.1.3 Rail noise from the Trowbridge to Melksham railway line which borders the western 

part of the site is likely to have a noise impact on receptors in this part of the site.  

Industrial Noise from Cereal Partners Worldwide and Staverton Mill textile factory 

2.1.4 Beyond the railway line to the north west, the activities at Cereal Partners Worldwide 

and the Staverton Mill textile factory have the potential to cause an industrial noise 

impact on receptors in the north western part of the site. The potential noise sources 

associated with the Cereal Partners World and Staverton Mill textile factory premises, 

could include;  

• HGV movements; 

• Delivery activities;   

• External plant, particularly plant located on the roofs of buildings; 

• Noise breakout from within the buildings. 
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Noise Associated with the Adjacent Solar Farm  

2.1.5 Noise from plant associated with the solar farm to the north east of the site has the 

potential to have a small noise impact on the site due to inverters associated with the 

facility. 

3 REVIEW OF WILTSHIRE COUNCIL’S CONCEPT MASTERPLAN FOR SITE 4 

3.1.1 Wiltshire Council’s concept masterplan shows the residential  area to be up to the 

southern boundary closest to Marsh Road, and to be up to the western and north 

western boundaries closest to the Trowbridge to Melksham Railway Line, Cereal 

Partners World and the Staverton Mill textile factory. With the development area up 

to the southern, western and north western boundaries, this may require mitigation 

measures to reduce the potential noise impact from road traffic, rail and industry. It 

is noted that Figure 9 of the Local Plan document shows potential for Employment 

Land along the railway line which would provide useful in screening noise to the 

benefit of residential uses further into the site.   Locating the Primary School on the 

main road of Marsh Road is not ideal for achieving desirable internal sound levels 

although appropriate mitigation is likely to be possible through appropriate siting of 

the school buildings within the zone, glazing and ventilation. 

3.1.2 The masterplan shows a road to be located along most of the western boundary 

between the rail line and the residential area. This would allow dwellings to face the 

western boundary and have gardens located on the screened side of the properties to 

provide attenuation from potential rail noise and industrial noise.   

3.1.3 It is also noted that drainage swales and basins are proposed along the north western 

site boundary. This may limit the potential for physical noise mitigation, such as noise 

bunds or barriers, if noise monitoring was to show that it is required for proposed 

properties along the north western boundary.  

3.1.4 To the north east, the boundary will be located adjacent to a solar farm, which has the 

potential to have a small noise impact on the proposed development. However, the 

masterplan shows an areas of green space between the proposed properties and the 

boundary with the solar farm, therefore, it is likely that with careful site design,  noise  

could be made to be acceptable in this area.  

3.1.5 The eastern part of the site is unlikely to be significantly impacted by any noise 

sources, and therefore unlikely to require any specific noise mitigation.  
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3.1.6 Dwellings further into the site will benefit from screening from noise sources at the 

surrounding boundaries and are likely to achieve internal and external noise levels 

without the need for any mitigation.  

4 POTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES  

4.1 Potential External Mitigation  

Southern Part of the Site 

4.1.1 It is likely that road traffic noise from the B3105 (Marsh Road) would have an impact 

on noise sensitive receptors in the southern part of the site. To reduce the road traffic 

noise levels in external living areas of dwellings, or outdoor teaching areas of any 

proposed schools closest to the southern boundary, it is likely that external amenity 

and teaching areas would need to be located on the on the screened side of buildings 

facing away from the B3105 (Marsh Road). A stand-off and/or noise barrier could be 

incorporated to reduce noise levels, if required.  

4.1.2 An increase in the shown stand-off distance from B3105 (Marsh Road) would also be 

beneficial but may not be necessary to achieve internal and external noise guideline 

levels. This can be confirmed once road traffic noise levels have been established.  

Western and North Western Parts of the Site 

4.1.3 Rail noise from the Trowbridge to Melksham Railway Line, and industrial noise 

associated with the Cereal Partners World and Staverton Mill have the potential to 

affect receptors closest to the western and north western boundaries of the 

residential areas. To reduce the rail noise levels in external living areas of dwellings, 

or outdoor teaching areas of any proposed schools closest to the western and north 

western boundaries, it is likely that noise sensitive external areas would need to be 

located on the on the screened side of buildings facing away from the railway line and 

the industrial premises beyond. A stand-off and/or noise barrier could be incorporated 

to reduce noise levels, if required. 

North Eastern Part of the Site 

4.1.4 Noise from inverters at the existing solar farm could affect receptors in the north 

eastern part of the site. To reduce any noise from the solar farm affecting external 

living areas of dwellings, or the outdoor teaching areas of the Primary School closest 

to the north eastern boundary, it is likely that the screening provided by the buildings 
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would be sufficient. A stand-off and/or noise barrier could be incorporated to reduce 

noise levels, if required. 

4.2 Additional Mitigation Options for Consideration  

4.2.1 It would be beneficial to locate any non-residential uses such as employment land / 

open space / play areas / orchards and allotments be considered, in the western part 

of the site closest to the railway line to provide additional screening and/or a stand-

off for  the residential areas. 

4.3 Potential Internal Mitigation  

4.3.1 To achieve internal noise levels, it is likely that closed windows together with an 

alternative means of ventilation will be required for noise sensitive rooms of dwellings 

and schools located closest to the north eastern, southern, western and north western 

boundaries, to remove the need to open windows for ventilation. It is possible that 

noise sensitive rooms on the screened side of buildings facing away from the noise 

sources and facades of buildings further into the site, can achieve internal noise 

guideline levels with open windows. However, this will need to be confirmed by a 

noise survey.  
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Monitoring & Evidence Our Ref: SM/AW 
Development & Planning 
Wiltshire Council 
County Hall 
Bythesea Road  
Trowbridge  
BA14 8JD 

Via email: spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk 
24 July 2020 

 
Dear Sirs 
 
Site:   Land at Old Blandford Road, Harnham, Salisbury 
Proposal:  SHELAA ‘Call for Sites’ Submission July 2020 
   
 
On behalf of my client,  I am pleased to enclose a completed ‘Call for Sites’ Submission Form 
in respect of Land at Old Blandford Road, Harnham, Salisbury, as identified on the enclosed site location plan. 
The completed form provides an overview of the suitability of the site for consideration through the Local 
Plan review process. 
 
In addition to the completed Submission Form, I also provide a brief overview of this site and its wider context 
in support of this site being advanced for consideration within the next Local Plan. 
 
Site Description and Context 
 
The submitted site comprises circa 2.3ha of agricultural land which runs parallel to the A354/Old Blandford 
Road on its southern boundary.  The eastern boundary of this site directly abuts the Salisbury settlement 
boundary with existing residential properties beyond accessed via Old Blandford Road.  Also located to the 
east of the submitted site, on the south side of Old Blandford Road, is the relatively recent development 
served by Lywood Close (comprising 13 dwellings – S/2008/0171). 
 
The northern boundary of this site is defined by Green Lane Byway (BRIT19) which joins with Old Shafestbury 
Drove to the west and extends into existing residential development to the east served by Shaftsbury Drove.  
Beyond this Byway is open agricultural fields which extend north to the Harnham Slope County Wildlife Site 
and the built up area of Harnham, at a distance of circa 500 metres from the northern boundary of the site.  
Agricultural fields also extend to the North West of the site.  Directly west of the site the boundary is defined 
by Old Shaftesbury Drove which provides access to a small number of residential properties. 
 
The topography of this site can be characterised by a landform rising east along the A354 / Old Blandford 
Road towards East Harnham.  As a consequence, it is considered that the landscape sensitivity of the site 
varies throughout the site and therefore any development proposals would need to respond accordingly.   
 
Whilst the site comprises circa 2.5ha, it is considered that development would need to be limited to the 
eastern area in order to ensure that there is no unacceptable landscape harm caused by development.  The 
2.5ha site is promoted through this Call for Sites process in order to demonstrate that there is sufficient land 
within the control of my client to allow for an appropriate and effective landscaping regime to be 
implemented in order to protect the overall quality of the landscape and landscape character.   
 
 



 
The role of Salisbury 
 
In the wider strategic context, it is long established that Salisbury is a strategic location for additional 
development and, as one of the county’s three top tier (Principal) settlements, it is expected to continue to 
accommodate significant levels of development.  
 
Notwithstanding this, the South Wiltshire Housing Market Area has consistently failed to accommodate the 
scale of development set out in the Wiltshire Core Strategy.  As explained in the Wiltshire Housing Site 
Allocations Plan (WHSAP) Inspectors Report, even with the allocations identified there remains a shortfall of 
around 647 dwellings (see paragraph 30 of IR).   
 
The WHSAP Inspectors Report acknowledges that in order to meet the housing requirements identified in the 
Wiltshire Core Strategy, the Council is relying on windfall.  Notwithstanding this, the WHSAP Inspector was 
eager to see the WHSAP progress, mindful of the fact that the review of the Local Plan is underway which will 
provide the opportunity to consider the need for additional sites and an up to date assessment of the scale of 
development that is to be provided across the county and at specific settlements.  
 
Through the Local Plan review process Salisbury will continue to attract levels of development commensurate 
with its role and function.  In doing so it is considered that this will necessitate the identification and eventual 
allocation of strategic sites to accommodate future growth requirements.   It is recognised within the National 
Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 72) that the supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best 
achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements or significant extensions to 
existing villages and towns. 
 
However, it is also recognised within the NPPF (paragraph 68) that small and medium sized sites can make an 
important contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area, and are often built-out relatively 
quickly.  Therefore, whilst large strategic sites represent an important component of housing delivery, this 
should not be at the expense of planning policies providing a positive framework that facilitates the delivery 
of housing from small sites.  It is within this context that land at Old Blandford Road is promoted through the 
SHELAA process. 
 
Taking into account the specific opportunities and constraints present at this site, it is considered that a 
suitable scale of development can be secured which will assist in ensuring that future housing land supply is 
based on good mix of site sizes.  Including such a range of sites within the Local Plan Review this will help to 
provide a robust and flexible supply of sites to meet the identified housing needs. 
 
For the avoidance of doubt there are no legal or ownership constraints which would prevent the site from 
coming forward within the plan period of the local plan review. 
 
Should you have any questions on this submission I would be delighted to discuss this with you. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Enc. Complete ‘Call for Sites’ Submission Form. 
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Monitoring & Evidence Our Ref: SM/AW 
Development & Planning 
Wiltshire Council 
County Hall 
Bythesea Road  
Trowbridge  
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Via email: spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk 
24 July 2020 

 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Site:   Land South of Netherhampton Road, Salisbury 
Proposal:  SHELAA ‘Call for Sites’ Submission July 2020 
   
 
On behalf of my client,  I am pleased to enclose a completed ‘Call for Sites’ Submission Form 
in respect of land to the south of Netherhampton Road, Salisbury, as identified on the enclosed site location 
plan. The completed form provides an overview of the suitability of the site for consideration through the 
Local Plan review process. 
 
In addition to the completed Submission Form, I also provide a brief overview of this site and its wider context 
in order to provide additional information in support of this site being advanced for consideration for its 
potential inclusion as a specific allocation with the next Local Plan. 
 
Site Description and Context 
 
The site extends to 34ha of agricultural land to the south of Netherhampton Road (see site location plan).  
The northern boundary of the site runs parallel to the West Harnham Chalk Pit and the recently consented 
‘County Park’ area which forms part of the Netherhampton Road allocation site.  The eastern boundary is 
defined by a hedgerow field boundary, beyond which is further agricultural land which extends the western 
edge of Harnham.  
 
The southern boundary is defined by the Old Shaftestbury Drove road. A number of residential dwellings also 
front on to Old Shaftesbury Drove, to the rear of which a small woodland is located which accommodates a 
redundant dairy building.    
 
The western boundary abuts open agricultural land with land to the north/north west allocated for residential 
development within the recently adopted Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan (WHSAP).  
 
The Strategic Housing Allocation at Netherhampton Road (WHSAP - H3.1) abuts the north western boundary 
of this site.  This allocation will provide approximately 640 dwellings alongside a two-form entry primary 
school, 2 hectares of employment, playing pitches, a local centre and a Country Park of at least 10ha.  The 
Outline planning application pursuant to this allocation was granted on the 25th June 2020 (LPA Ref: 
19/05824/OUT). 
 
As explained in the Officers Report the site extends to circa 46ha with the indicative masterplan providing 
details to the how this allocation will be brought forward through the detailed matters stages.  It is noted that 
the Country Park is located to the south east of the application area, as shown below. 



 

 
Indicative Masterplan for H3.1 Allocation: Source: 19/05824/OUT 
 
It is also noted that proposals to redevelop Harnham Business Park, which fronts on to Netherhampton Road, 
were approved in March 2019 to provide for 82 new homes (LPA Ref: 18/04067/OUT). 
 
In general terms it is considered that additional development in the locality would not be unacceptable in 
principle.  On this specific point, it is noted that land to the south of Netherhampton road and to the west of 
Harnham was identified in the South Wiltshire Core Strategy evidence base as a broad area of growth which, 
if developed, would provide for sustainable patterns of development (See Topic Paper 19 of South Wiltshire 
Core Strategy).   
 
Whilst the evidence base behind the South Wiltshire Core Strategy is some years old, it is noted that the 
WHSAP Inspector in his report (January 2020) concluded that the H3.1 allocation would extend the built form 
along Netherhampton Road, but it would still be well related to the edge of Harnham and a main route into 
Salisbury itself (paragraph 119).  The WHSAP Inspectors Report also goes on to conclude that allocation H3.1 
is: 
 
“in a relative accessible location and, whilst it will have a significant impact on the character of the area, such 

change can take place without unacceptable harm.” (paragraph 125). 
 
In broad location terms, the allocation of land at Netherhampton Road (H3.1) reinforces the previous work 
undertaken by the Council in the preparation of the South Wiltshire Core Strategy and the recognition that 
the south of Salisbury, within the area west of Harnham and Netherhampton Road, represents a logical and 
sustainable area for future development.   
 
In the wider strategic context, it is long established that Salisbury is a strategic location for additional 
development and, as one of the county’s three top tier (principal) settlements, it is expected to continue to 
accommodate significant levels of development.  
 
Notwithstanding this, the South Wiltshire Housing Market Area has consistently failed to accommodate the 
scale of development set out in the Wiltshire Core Strategy.  As explained in the WHSAP Inspectors Report, 
even with the allocations identified (including H3.1) there remains as shortfall around 647 dwellings (see 
paragraph 30 of IR).   
 
The WHSAP Inspector acknowledges that in order to meet the housing requirements identified in the 
Wiltshire Core Strategy, the Council is relying on windfall sites to come forward.  Notwithstanding this, the 
WHSAP Inspector was eager to see the WHSAP progress, mindful of the fact that the review of the Local Plan 



 
will provide the opportunity to consider the need for additional sites and an up to date assessment of the 
scale of development that is to be provided across the county and at specific settlements.  
 
Through the Local Plan review process, Salisbury will continue to attract levels of development commensurate 
with its role and function.  In doing so, it is considered that this will necessitate the identification and eventual 
allocation of strategic sites to accommodate future growth requirements.  Land promoted on behalf of my 
client to the south of Netherhampton Road is submitted within this context. 
 
The site provides a genuine opportunity to deliver growth at the strategic scale in a broad location that has 
previously been considered sustainable and recognised for its potential to accommodate development over 
the Plan period. 
 
The adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy (paragraph 5.112) recognised that if further land for development is 
required in the future, then sites at Netherhampton, alongside additional growth at Longhedge should be 
considered as part of the Council’s ongoing monitoring process.  This, at least in part, is referenced by the 
Council as a justification for the H3.1 allocation, as set out in the recently adopted WHSAP. 
 
During the preparation of the South Wiltshire Core Strategy, Topic Paper 19 set out the approach to the 
identification of allocations at Salisbury.  The Topic Paper explains the process through which broad locations 
for strategic growth were identified at Salisbury.  Within the 2007 consultation of the Salisbury “Our Place in 
the Future”, a number of ‘Housing Growth Areas’ were identified which the 2007 Interim Sustainability 
Appraisal concluded represented sustainable options.  These options included – ‘To the west at Harnham on 
land to the south of Netherhampton Road’.   
 
The specific area is identified within the South Wiltshire Core Strategy Topic Paper 19 (Identification of 
strategic growth areas: Paper 2) as Areas 13 and 14 (to the south of the city around Harnham), as shown 
below. 

Extract from Topic Paper 19: Identification of areas 13 and 14 as areas of growth to the south of Salisbury 
 
Although land at 13 and 14 was not taken forward, the evidence base of the South Wiltshire Core Strategy 
recognised the suitability of these locations to accommodate growth. 
 
The promoted site is of sufficient scale to bring forward development that responds sensitively and 
appropriately to the constraints and opportunities at this location.  The Chalk Pit SSSI and Harnham Slope 
County Wildlife Site represents key considerations in the masterplanning process, alongside wider landscape 
and heritage considerations, such as the protection of Salisbury Cathedral.  



 
 
Paragraph 120 of the WHSAP Inspectors Report which considered the appropriateness of the H3.1 allocation 
is of particular relevance in this case, where it states: 
 
While the development would significantly alter the urban edge, such impacts are an inevitable consequence 
of seeking to meet large housing needs in the area.  The development would lead to additional pressures on 
roads and other local infrastructure, including schools, but as noted elsewhere this should not result in sever 

problems.  The site is beyond a reasonable walking distance to most day-to-day facilities, but the provision of a 
primary school and local centre would provide some scope to reduce journeys over time.  There is a bus stop 

some 600 metres from the site, which would provide some opportunities for public transport use.  The scale of 
development is such that there may be opportunities for public transport to access the site directly once a 

critical mass has been established.  Nevertheless, a development of this scale would inevitably lead to 
increased car use.  However, the relative proximity of Salisbury and associated services, facilities and 

employment should help to ensure trip lengths are not unduly lengthy. 
 
Such an approach is consistent with Paragraph 103 of the National Planning Policy Framework which confirms 
that significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable.   
 
Set within the context of the recently consented outline planning permission at the H3.1 allocation, the 
context within which my client’s site should be considered must reflect what has been permitted.  Alongside 
significant levels of housing (640 new homes) the H3.1 allocation will also provide for employment, a primary 
school and a local centre.  All of which enhance the sustainability credentials of land controlled by my client. 
 
It is within this context that Land south of Netherhampton Road is promoted through the SHELAA for 
consideration in the Local Plan Review.  It provides a genuine opportunity to bring forward strategic 
development in a location which has been identified previously as a suitable broad area of growth. 
 
For the avoidance of doubt there are no legal or ownership constraints which would prevent the site from 
coming forward within the plan period of the local plan review. 
 
Should you have any questions on this submission I would be delighted to discuss this with you. 
 
Yours faithfully  
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Executive Summary 

1. This response has been prepared by Turley on behalf of Bloor Homes South West 
[“Bloor Homes”] in response to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review [“LPR”] consultation 
with respect to Bloor Homes interests at West Chippenham.  This site is already known 
to the Council having been the subject of a previous ‘call for sites’ submission, and 
discussed at a meeting held with Officers. 

2. It is essential that the plan period for the LPR is reviewed and extended, to be at least 
15 years from the projected date of adoption for the plan, a plan period of at least 20 
years would be preferable, given the scale of development to be provided within the 
plan. 

3. The proposed Spatial Strategy which retains Chippenham as a Principal Settlement is 
supported, as Chippenham should clearly be a focus for sustainable growth over the 
plan period. 

4. Care needs to be taken, in progressing a sound overall plan, to show how alternative 
Spatial Strategies for the County have been considered when formulating the plan. 

5. 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. 

6. 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. 

7. 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. 

8. 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 not 
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. 

9. 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. 
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10. 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. 

11. 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. 

12. 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. 

13. 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. 

14. 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. 

15. 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. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This response has been prepared by Turley on behalf of Bloor Homes South West 
[“Bloor Homes”] in response to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review [“LPR”] consultation 
with respect to Bloor Homes interests at West Chippenham.  Bloor Homes land 
interest at West Chippenham [“the Site”] is shown at Figure 1 below.  This site is 
already known to the Council having been the subject of a previous ‘call for sites’ 
submission, and discussed at a meeting held with Officers. 

 

Figure 1 - West Chippenham location plan extract 

1.2 Our response to the consultation is structured to firstly comment on the ‘Emerging 
Spatial Strategy’, which considers the County wide spatial strategy for the LPR.  We 
then consider the ‘Planning for Chippenham’ consultation document which considers 
the role of Chippenham as part of the overall Spatial Strategy.  Finally we set out 
further details of the development opportunity presented by the site, provide a Vision 
Document, and additional technical details and evidence to support the Council’s 
assessment of site options and the progression of the Local Plan Review. 

1.3 We would welcome the opportunity to engage with the Council further in respect of 
the preparation of the Local Plan Review. 
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2. Emerging Spatial Strategy 

2.1 We have considered the ‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’ document and supporting 
documents including the Local Housing Needs Assessment (ORS, April 2019), the 
Chippenham HMA: Formulating Alternative Development Strategies (ADSs) and Interim 
Sustainability Appraisal. 

2.2 On review of the Council’s online comment form it appears there is one key question 
formulated/posed for this document – ‘Please enter any comments you have regarding 

the Emerging Spatial Strategy’. 

2.3 We have therefore considered the emerging spatial strategy and set out comments by 
relevant section in turn below. The context for our comments is found within the policy 
of the National Planning Policy Framework [“the Framework”], which states that for 
Plans to be considered sound they should be: 

a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to 
meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements 
with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving 
sustainable development; 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable 
alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence; 

c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather 
than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in this Framework. 

2.4 We have considered the Emerging Spatial Strategy document with a view to 
highlighting where, in our opinion, there may be potential for compliance with the 
above tests of soundness with the draft Plan strategy.  Our comments are therefore 
intended to maximise the future success of the LPR process by ensuring that the 
emerging plan, when scrutinised in later stages, is judged to be sound and provides a 
clear framework for future growth. 

Growth and climate change 

2.5 We generally support the objectives set out in relation to Carbon Neutrality by 2030 
and recognise the potential role that the Bloor Homes site could play in delivering 
these outcomes.  However when these objectives are carried through into LPR Policy, 
caution must be exercised on retaining deliverability and viability of the LPR allocations 
(and the plan as a whole), and ambitious local policy should not be significantly out of 
step with the climate and carbon requirements being set by national policy. 
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Delivering the spatial strategy 

2.6 We generally support the spatial strategy delivery principles set out, and assume that 
the delivery principles are not intended to be presented in order of importance, as they 
are fundamentally interconnected in the way that they function – for example the 
need to allocate land for development to meet identified requirements is also a central 
part of ‘place shaping priorities’. 

2.7 A further possible delivery principle might be to make clear that working closely with 
promoters and developers of the required large greenfield/strategic sites will form a 
key part of delivering the strategy.  The intention being to explore and address 
deliverability issues in relation to infrastructure requirements, land ownership, housing 
density expectations and development viability.  This will help to encourage effective 
delivery of the LPR strategy once adopted.  Our general concerns about deliverability 
and the need for robust testing of this are also covered in subsequent parts of this LPR 
response. 

2.8 We suggest removal of delivery principle (5) which appears to suggest that greenfield 
housing development will be restricted through phasing, to ‘ensure a priority is 

maintained on brownfield land’.  Although we agree development of brownfield land 
should be encouraged, we do not consider that restricting other forms of development 
is a justified approach to take to delivering a spatial strategy.  Taking the view that 
withholding deliverable, sustainable sites which are required to meet the full 
objectively assessed needs for the County would not amount to positive preparation of 
the LPR.  It is important that the Council does not impose unnecessary constraints on 
allocated sites as that can result in adverse effects on deliverability. 

Formulating the spatial strategy 

Plan Period 

2.9 The LPR Period is proposed as being up to 2036. We acknowledge that the 2036 figure 
is derived from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Functional Economic 
Market Area Assessments previously produced as part of the Plan evidence base, which 
both consider the requirement for new homes and jobs up to 2036. 

2.10 Although we acknowledge there is efficiency for the Council in using the evidence base 
that has already been commissioned and produced, it must be fit for purpose to 
produce a positively prepared and effective Plan. 

2.11 Fundamentally we caution against progressing the LPR with what we consider to be a 
relatively short plan period, and promote updating the relevant evidence base to allow 
adoption of a longer plan period for the LPR.  This will allow the Council to plan for 
longer term strategic needs such as new infrastructure and large housing sites. The 
Framework states: 

“22. 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.” (our emphasis) 
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2.12 The Council’s latest Local Development Scheme (July 2020) anticipates adoption of the 
LPR in Q2 2023, this would leave just 13 years from adoption to the expiry of the plan 
period, less than advised by the current, and emerging draft NPPF. On this basis the 
emerging LPR is not being positively prepared and is inconsistent with national policy. 

2.13 In addition to this, the current consultation draft NPPF (January 2021)1 adds wording to 
this paragraph to state: 

“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.” (our emphasis) 

2.14 This is particularly relevant in Wiltshire where larger scale developments are proposed 
across the County and particularly at the Principal Settlements, including more than 
1,800 homes for Trowbridge and over 5,000 homes at Chippenham. Given the scale of 
these developments it would seem prudent to allow for development to be delivered 
over a longer plan period. 

2.15 We note that there are references within the consultation documents to strategic sites 
delivering a significant quantum of homes beyond the current plan period.  It is critical 
for the preparation of the plan that there are clear and robust assessments of the likely 
(and expected) delivery from allocated site, so that there can be confidence that 
planned levels of growth and new development will be achieved. 

2.16 We advise formulating the LPR for a period of at least 15 years from the possible 
adoption date to ensure soundness can be demonstrated as a minimum, however in 
the spirit of positive preparation, and given the scale of development proposed in 
Wiltshire, recommend formulating the LPR over a longer period such as to 2040 or 
beyond. 

Alternative Strategies 

2.17 The LPR has tested alternative development strategies within each HMA (which we 
come on to), and we acknowledge that the Council considers the LPR a review of the 
Core Strategy which has been the starting point for determining the distribution of 
growth. However, the Sustainability Appraisal, associated evidence base and resulting 
spatial strategy does not appear to have considered realistic alternative strategy 
options for the County. These could for example include; differing distributions of 
development between the HMAs; or a high distribution to Local Service Centres and 
Villages. 

2.18 Whilst our client is generally supportive of the spatial strategy being proposed, our 
comments are raised in the interests of the Council ultimately securing a sound plan. 
Currently, it could be argued that we are not commenting on truly realistic alternative 
strategies for the County, but alternative distributions of development within HMAs 
which have been set largely by a pre-existing spatial strategy. For example, the 
Emerging Spatial Strategy document states: 

                                                           
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policy-framework-and-national-
model-design-code-consultation-proposals 
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“2.16 Needs vary around the County. There would not be a sustainable pattern of 

development if most building took place in the south of the county but most need was 

in the north.” 

2.19 This statement is unsupported by the evidence base because the option hasn’t been 
assessed. This approach may be argued as a flaw in the soundness of the preparation 
of the plan, particularly in considering whether the spatial strategy is justified, taking 
account of the reasonable alternatives. 

2.20 The Framework states at paragraph 33: 

“33. Policies in local plans and spatial development strategies should be reviewed to 

assess whether they need updating at least once every five years, and should then be 

updated as necessary. Reviews should be completed no later than five years from the 

adoption date of a plan, and should take into account changing circumstances affecting 

the area, or any relevant changes in national policy. Relevant strategic policies will need 

updating at least once every five years if their applicable local housing need figure has 

changed significantly; and they are likely to require earlier review if local housing need 

is expected to change significantly in the near future.” (Our emphasis) 

2.21 Although the LPR is considered by the Council to be a ‘review’ of the Core Strategy, the 
review is occurring more than five years after the adoption of the CS, the LPR has its 
own evidence base including on housing and economic needs, and the CS plan period 
runs only up to 2026 so is very nearly completed. Furthermore, the LPR is being 
prepared under different national guidance (the 2018 NPPF and NPPG updates), with 
significant changes to the housing and economic evidence base (a new evidence base, 
which utilises a standard methodology for assessing housing need). In this regard, it 
can be argued the LPR is not a ‘review’ but essentially a new Plan for Wiltshire. 

2.22 We recommend the evidence base is updated to include justification behind the 
formulation of the proposed spatial strategy, and clarifying that realistic alternative 
options have been considered in the preparation of the plan (this evidence may already 
exist but does not appear to form part of this consultation). This will ultimately assist in 
demonstrating compliance with the tests of the soundness at later stages. 

2.23 We bring the Council’s attention to the Inspectors’ Letter (11 September 2019) on the 
West of England Joint Spatial Plan (‘JSP’) which following, among other issues, 
consideration of the sufficiency of the Councils’ evidence to justify the chosen spatial 
strategy, the Inspectors’ recommended returning to first principles and re-preparing 
the Plan. This ultimately led to withdrawal of the JSP and has caused significant delays 
in the preparation of up to date plans for the region. This example demonstrates the 
need to ensure that there is clear and demonstrable justification for the spatial 
strategy pursued, and that this should be clear at an early stage of the plan-making 
process. 

Emerging Spatial Strategy for Chippenham Housing Market Area 

2.24 Notwithstanding the comments above, we overwhelming support the continued 
retention of Chippenham as a Principal Settlement as it is a focus for existing homes 
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and jobs in the north of the County, has excellent transport links and potential for 
further sustainable growth. 

2.25 Of the three alternative strategies for the Chippenham HMA, we generally support the 
hybrid approach taken by the Council which essentially adopts a high growth scenario 
for both settlements Melksham and Chippenham, blending scenario CH-B and CH-C. 
We consider this is logical given the findings of the Sustainability Appraisal, our 
understanding of the context and respective sustainability credentials of each 
settlement.  A strategy which is focused on maximising development opportunities at 
Chippenham has clear merit and therefore this should be carried forward in future 
stages of the plan.  The Council promoting a high level of growth at the most 
sustainable locations in the HMA, and where opportunity arises for accommodating an 
increased growth pattern (for example in accordance with planned infrastructure 
improvements at each settlement) amounts to positive preparation of the LPR. 

Summary 

 It is essential that the plan period for the LPR is reviewed and extended, to be 
at least 15 years from the projected date of adoption for the plan, a plan 
period of at least 20 years would be preferable, given the scale of development 
to be provided within the plan; 

 The proposed Spatial Strategy which retains Chippenham as a Principal 
Settlement is supported, as Chippenham should clearly be a focus for 
sustainable growth over the plan period; 

 Care needs to be taken, in progressing a sound overall plan, to show how 
alternative Spatial Strategies for the County have been considered when 
formulating the plan. 
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3. Planning for Chippenham 

Scale of Growth 

3.1 Chippenham is quite clearly a main (Principal) settlement within Wiltshire, it benefits 
from a critical mass of homes, jobs and services/amenities, and benefits from its 
location on key transport routes including the M4 motorway, mainline railway with 
connections to Swindon (and beyond) to the East, and Bath (and beyond) to the West 
(as well as other Wiltshire towns to the South), and is at the intersection of the key A4 
and A350 road routes.  There are significant opportunities to grow Chippenham further 
as a key town in the County, and the relative lack of environmental or policy 
constraints, as well as potential to significantly improve physical and social 
infrastructure make this a very realistic possibility.  An ambitious level of growth is 
appropriate at Chippenham, which whilst proposed in the past has not always been 
delivered.  

3.2 It is essential that the existing commitments that are relied on by the plan, and which 
inform the residual of 5,100 new homes to be identified by the plan to 2036, are 
robustly assessed and tested.  Up to date evidence of availability and deliverability is 
required, particularly where the potential delivery trajectory for any existing 
‘committed’ sites may extend beyond the plan period (2036).  This available housing 
trajectory should be clearly presented as evidence alongside future versions of the 
plan. 

3.3 Whilst development on previously developed (brownfield) land will form part of this 
strategy, care needs to be taken to ensure that any assumed capacity from this source 
is realistic and deliverable, and has accounted fully for other plan priorities, such as the 
retention of existing employment land. 

Place Shaping Priorities 

3.4 In general the Place Shaping Priorities identified for Chippenham are considered 
appropriate and would be supported, however the following comments are made: 

3.5 Priority i) identifies that development is to provide new employment opportunities, 
with a strong emphasis on timely delivery so as to address net out-commuting within 
the town.  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 facilitate 
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appropriate economic growth for the County whilst complementing and not 
constraining housing growth at Chippenham. 

3.6 Priority iii) relates to improved access to the River Avon valley through Chippenham as 
an important green infrastructure for the town.  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.   

3.7 Priority iv) seeks the provision of a network of well-connected footpaths and cycle 
ways and connectivity for public transport.  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. 

3.8 Priority v) relates to the linking of the A4 and A350 corridors.  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. 

Potential Development Sites 

3.9 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 
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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 under-
provision 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. 
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3.16 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). 

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; 
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• 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. 
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4. 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 at 
West 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 placed 
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to 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 which 
may 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 allow 
connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists to the facilities, amenities and employment 
opportunities 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 direction 
these links would allow existing communities within the Western part of Chippenham 
to access the bridleway and PROW network which exists within the wider countryside 
to the West of the town, as well as access to new formal POS and other facilities which 
might 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 public 
transport 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 an 
interchange point, and may build on the ‘pocket park and ride’ concept being explored 
by 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 Stage 
2 site selection assessment which has suggested that the site has medium flood risk, 
including recorded flood outlines and possible surface water risk.   
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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 non-
designated 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 mitigation 
measures. 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.  
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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. 
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Appendix 1: West Chippenham Vision Document 



A VISION FOR 

LAND WEST OF
 CHIPPENHAM



Contact

Date of issue
March 2021

Project Ref
BLOA3006

Disclaimer
This document is for illustrative purposes only and 
should not be used for any construction or estimation 
purposes. Do not scale drawings. No liability or 
responsibility is accepted arising from reliance upon the 
information contained in this document.

Copyright
All drawings are Crown Copyright 2020.  
All rights reserved. Licence number 100020449.

Our vision for Land West of 
Chippenham is to provide high 
quality living in a green setting 
that connects with the existing 
western edge of Chippenham. 
The site has potential to offer 
a variety of housing to suit 
varying needs, a new primary 
school, a sports hub leisure 
facility, alongside an option 
for a business hub with park 
and change facility for cycle 
access to the centre of town, 
and A4 Bath Road public 
transport connections.
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This Vision Document has been produced by Turley Design, in 
conjunction with Turley Planning, Landscape, and Heritage with 
a wider project team of environmental and technical consultants, 
on behalf of Bloor Homes. It refers to the future vision of land to 
the west of Chippenham. 

Primarily based on desktop assessments, it sets out an indicative 
masterplan for the site, explains the principles behind its 
development and provides a vision for the overall progression 
and delivery of the proposal. The initial technical and design 
work that has been undertaken to inform the Vision Document 
has demonstrated that the land west of Chippenham is available, 
suitable and achievable for the scale of development proposed.

Foreword
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Introduction 
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The vision for Land West of Chippenham is to 
provide a new sustainable community within 
the context of the existing 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 we have identified opportunity for ecological 
enhancements and climate change mitigation with woodland 
planting, alongside a vision to deliver 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. 

Concept & Vision
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Opportunity for 
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High quality new 
homes
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The site is on the western edge of Chippenham between the 
A350 and A4 Bath Road. The site is 2 miles away from the centre 
of Chippenham and its centrally located train station. Bath is 
12 miles to the west, Trowbridge to the south west is 14 miles 
and Swindon 22 miles to the north east all with good road and 
rail links. The site is strategically well connected via both major 
roads and public transport connections. The A350 runs along 
the eastern edge of the site providing direct access to the M4 
corridor east and west. 

M 4   C O R R I D O R S W I N D O N

C H I P P E N H A M

B A T H

T R O W B R I D G E

A
35

0

A350

A4 Bath Road

1 
m

 / 1
.6km2 

m
 / 3

.2km

10 m
 / 16 km

20 m
 / 32 km

Site Description 

Site Location

The site is 77ha in area, and is currently in use as agricultural 
fields and farm land. The site is bound to the east by the A350 
which runs north towards the M4 and south to Trowbridge. To 
the south is the A4 Bath Road. The west and northern boundaries 
are adjoined by fields and track lanes that allow access to farms 
in the area. Towards the centre of the site area is Chiverlin’s Farm 
which is outside the site area. 

The Site

= The Site

Fig. 1. Site Location 

There is a Public Right of Way (PRoW) which crosses the site 
west to east which is picked up on the eastern side the A350 
connecting with a network of paths into Chippenham. There is 
also a PRoW that also goes south towards the A4 Bath Road. 
There are watercourses that cross the site mainly in an east west 
direction with the most significant to the south which runs into 
Pudding Brook south of the A4. 

Current access to the site is through informal farm gates and 
connecting fields. The town of Chippenham lies to the east 
with large residential areas bordering the eastern side of the 
A350 as well as a local centre to the south with retail uses and a 
Sainsburys store. Methuan Park to the south and Bumpers Farm 
to the north both provide a mix of employment uses off of the 
A350. 
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A350

Local Centre: Sainsburys

Fig. 2. Site Aerial 
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Assessment 
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Existing Planning Policy
Within the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy Chippenham is 
identified as one of three Principle Settlements in the County, 
alongside Trowbridge and Salisbury.  These towns and cities 
are strategically important centres identified to be a focus for 
development and growth.

The Chippenham Site Allocations DPD was adopted in May 2017 
and identifies strategic sites to support the future grown of 
the town. These are as shown on the image opposite, together 
with other committed development. In order to meet needs 
in the most sustainable locations, and reflecting the status of 
Chippenham as a Principle Settlement within North Wiltshire, 
additional strategic sites will need to be identified at the town.

Emerging Planning Policy
The Council is preparing a Local Plan Review and it is expected 
that this will continue to identify Chippenham as a Principal 
Settlement and therefore that the town should be a primary 
focus for development, and will provide significant levels of jobs 
and homes.  Emerging documents identify that the Chippenham 
HMA is forecast to have by far the largest additional housing 
need over the plan period.

Fig. 3. Site allocations plan ref: Wiltshire Local Development Framework, Adopted May 2017

Planning Policy Context

Focusing new development at the County’s main towns is 
expected to be most effective in ensuring development meets 
objectives for climate change mitigation and adaptation, and can 
also ensure that the benefits of infrastructure investment can be 
maximised.

A substantial quantum of new development at Chippenham 
will need to be identified for the emerging Plan Period, and it is 
essential that sites are selected which will meet the development 
needs by being deliverable for the quantum of development 
expected during the plan period.  A range of sites may help to 
achieve this, so that (as has been the case in the past) delivery at 
a key Principal Settlement, with significant capacity for growth, is 
not delayed, where one or two key sites experience delay.

There is significant potential for land at West Chippenham to 
positively contribute to the emerging planning strategy for 
Wiltshire at Chippenham, where development at this site can 
play a key role in ensuring the timely delivery of a suitable 
quantum of development at the town – reflecting its role and 
function, and the contribution that can be made to various 
objectives by focusing substantial new development at this 
settlement.
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Site Area Allocation CH1 and Country Park Proposed CH4

Fig. 4. Site allocations plan ref: Wiltshire Interactive Map, Adopted May 2017
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Road 
Both Bath and Swindon are connected to Chippenham along the 
M4. Bath also has a more direct route along the A4 Bath Road. 
Trowbridge also has a direct road link along the A350. Both of 
these roads border the Site. Junction 17 of the M4 can be reached 
from the Site within 8 minutes drive (5.4 miles). Further west 
along the M4 links to Bristol and South Wales and to the east 
Reading and London. 

Rail 
The nearest railway station to the site is Chippenham which 
operates on the Great Western Rail Line. It is situated between 
Bath Spa Station and Swindon. The average journey time from 
Chippenham to London Paddington is 1hr 17 minutes. The 
station is located in the centre of town and 7 minutes from the 
site (2.4 miles). 

Trowbridge Train Station is 22 minutes (12 miles) from the site 
and operates along the Wessex Main Line. This provides direct 
trains to Bristol Temple Meads and Southampton. 

Bus
The A4 Bath Road is an important existing bus corridor. There are 
bus stops located along the Bath Road adjoining the southern 
boundary of the site. Faresaver currently operate 3 routes 
accessible from the site: 10, X31, and X34. 

The 10 operates between Chippenham and Corsham Town 
Centre. 

The X31 operates from Chippenham Bus Station to Bath via 
Corsham and Box every 20-30 minutes throughout the day 
Monday to Friday with a reduced service on a Saturday and 
Sunday. 

The X34 operates between Chippenham, Melksham, Trowbridge 
and Frome every half hour throughout the day Monday to Fridays 
with a reduced service on a Saturday and Sunday. The closest 
Bus Stop to the Site at Sainsburys. Its also provides a direct 
route to local amenities such as: Bus Station, train Station and 
Chippenham Hospital, Lackham Wiltshire College Campus.

 B&NES are currently undertaking a study looking at an express 
bus service between Bath and Chippenham along the A4 which 
includes ‘pocket’ park and rides which has been considered as 
part of the site’s strategy.

Footpaths / Cycling 
The Site has two footpaths which currently cross it. The first 
goes from the A4 Bath Road south of the Site connecting to the 
second footpath which goes east to west across the site. To the 
west this path connects to an unnamed farm access lane, east of 
Chiverlins Farm. To the east the footpath comes out at the A350 
opposite Drake Crescent. There is a footpath on the opposite side 
of the road which connects to the wider footpath network into 
Chippenham. Currently there is no formal crossing at this point. 

Cycling access also provides connections into the centre of 
Chippenham with an existing cycle bridge crossing the A350. 

A4 Bath Road

Site Boundary 

Urban Area

Railway Line

A4 Bath Road

A420 Bristol Road

B4069

Malmesbury Road

B4528

Local Roads

Central Road Network

Railway Station

A350 (Leads to M4)

Public Rights of Way

Bus Stops

London Road

Cycle Routes 

Fig. 5. Existing Movement Plan

A420 Bristol Road 

Movement Audit
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Transport Strategy

Existing Highways / Access
The A350 is an important strategic route particularly given its 
role within the Western Gateway strategy as the key road link 
from the M4 to the south coast. 

Transport Vision
Establish sustainable transport vision for the development in 
line with CIHT and TCPA best practice, considering the following 
elements:

• Vision and validate approach to transport planning;

• Walking and cycling priority within masterplan;

• Public Transport, Cycling and Walking connections to key 
places;

• Mode Share targets – 50% sustainable modes;

• Mixed use to internalise trips (Education, Employment, 
Health, Leisure and Retail); and

• Home Working hub.

Highway Access Opportunities
• New access to A4 Bath Road for all modes;

• Access via improved A350/Drake Crescent left-in/left-out 
junction; and

• New A350 roundabout access (north of Drake Crescent 
junction)

Clarkebond  have undertaken an initial high-level feasibility study and 
transport review of the local area to determine how development could 
be supported.

Fig. 6. Cycling Isochrones
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Walking & Cycling Distances 
Pedestrian & Cyclist Opportunities
There are essentially three strategies for creating walking and cycling links across the A350:

1. Provide new footway/cycleway bridge/s over the A350;

2. Provide at grade signalised crossings at junctions with speed limit introduced on A350; or

3. Provide a combination of 1 and 2.

These options are explored further in the vision.

There is currently one ped / cycle bridge crossing the A350 north of the site which connects 
Frogwell with Bumpers Farm Employment / Industrial Estate. The site provides an opportunity to 
connect the existing western edge of Chippenham to the wider countryside and footpath links 
further to the west. 

Facility 
Walking and 

Cycling 
Distances1 
(metres) 

Cycling 
Distances2 
(metres) 

Cycling 
Distances 

within 5km 
Threshold3 

(metres) 
Public Transport  
Bus Stop – Sainsbury’s 850   
Chippenham Rail Station   3850 
Education  
Busy Bees Nursery 850   
Queen’s Crescent School 1850   
St Peter’s Academy  2250  
Lords Mead Pre-school  2250  
St Mary’s Catholic Primary School  2550  
Redland Primary School  3050  
Sheldon School (Secondary)   3550 
Employment  
Bath Road Retail Park 1200   
Bath Road Industrial Estate 1750   
Bumper’s Farm Industrial Estate  2550  
Health  
Chippenham Community Hospital  2650  
Rowden Medical Partnership  2650  
Leisure  
-Sport  
The North Wilts Indoor Bowls Club 1850   
Sheldon Sports Hall   3550 
Chippenham Town Football Club   3650 
Chippenham Hockey Club   3650 
Chippenham Sports Club Dome   3650 
Chippenham Tennis Club   3650 
Chippenham Cricket Club   3650 
-Food & Drink  
McDonald’s Chippenham 850   
Costa 1200   
The Pheasant 1450   
Rowden Arms  2050  
The Fortune Inn  2250  
The Kingfisher  2550  
Sir Audley Arms  2950  
-Other  
3rd Chippenham Scouts Hut 1950   
Kingsley Road Community Hall  2350  
Hungerdown Post Office  2850  
Retail  
Sainsbury’s 850   
Argos 850   
M&S Foodhall 1200   
TK Maxx 1200   
Next 1200   
Co-op Food 1650   
Tesco Express  2150  
Lidl  2850  

Notes: 1 - Walking and Cycling Distances (up to 2km shown), 2 - Cycling Distances  
(up to 3.2km shown), 3 – Key destinations within 5km cycling 

 

Fig. 7. Walking Isochrones
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Walking & Cycling Distances 
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Chippenham is a well serviced town with a variety of sports, education, community, retail and 
employment offers. The site is in a key location to compliment these existing facilities ensuring 
good connectivity from new areas with existing Chippenham. The town centre is serviced with a 
main line train station with a good retail, leisure, museum and health practices centrally located. 
Chippenham Hospital to the west of the centre has a minor injury unit, care home and Rowden 
GP Surgery. Chippenham Sports Club to the south of Hardenhuish Park offers a covered sports 
dome, hockey club, tennis, and football facilities. Within walking distance of the site there are a 
range of facilities the site needs to deliver good connections with including the Sainsburys Local 
Centre and Vincient Woods. 

Local Facilities

Fig. 8. Local Facilities Plan

• Chippenham Rugby Football Club

• Allington Farm Shop

• Garage (Texaco)

• Children’s Pay Area

• Hardenhuish Secondary School

• St Nicholas’ Church

• Hathaway Medical Centre

• Sheldon Sports Hall, School & Sixth Form

• Chippenham Sports Club

• Cepen Park North, Morrisons Supermarket

• Chippenham Ambulance Station

• St Nicholas’ Primary School

• Hathaway & Old College Dental Surgery

• St Paul’s Primary School

• Monkton Park & Golf Course

• Monkton Park Primary School

• Wiltshire College University Campus

• Emery Gate Shopping Centre

• Charter Primary School

• Westmead Open Space

• King’s Lodge Community School

• Pewsham Park

• Children’s Community Centre

• Cricketts Lane Allotment

• London Road Cemetery

1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8

• Abbey Field School

• Stanley Park Youth Football Club

• Play Area

• St Mary’s Catholic Primary School

• Chippenham Community Hospital

• Garage (Esso)

• Bath Road Industrial Estate

• Bath Road Retail Park

• Industrial Estate

• Butlers Hill Park & Garden

• Sainsburys Supermarket and Local Centre

• Busy Bee’s Children’s Nursery

• Margaret’s Meadow Park & Garden

• Deriad’s Pond Nature Reserve

• Queen’s Crescent School

• Levi’s Park

• Children’s Play Area

• Vincients Wood

• Frogwell Primary School

• St Peter’s Academy School

• Prior’s Copse

• Business & Employment Park

• Lords Mead Allotment

• Redland Primary School

• Corsham Court Park & Garden 

9
10

13

12

11

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

20

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50



21

• Sport & Community

• Education

• Health

• Parks & Green Spaces
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Landscape & Visual Context
An initial landscape and visual appraisal of the site and its context 
has been undertaken by chartered landscape architects from Turley 
Landscape and LVIA. 

Landscape Context
The Site is not covered by a landscape designation at either a national or local level and is at the 
lower end of the hierarchy of landscape value and landscape sensitivity (an area of higher landscape 
value and sensitivity lies to the west associated with the historic landscape of Corsham Park and 
the Cotswold AONB beyond).

Within the North Wiltshire Landscape Character Assessment, the Site is within the ‘Hullavington 
Rolling Lowland’ landscape character area. The main characteristics of this area are identified as:

• Rolling or lowland hills between 60-120m AOD, on Forest Marble limestone, Oxford Clay and 
Cornbrash

• Patchwork of irregular, medium sized fields, mainly pasture, and larger more recent enclosures 
used for arable, especially in on the richer soils.

• Continuous hedges with many mature oaks.

• Medium sized woodlands and deciduous copses.

• Fine stone villages with muted colours and dispersed farms.

• Historic Corsham Park.

• Use of undressed limestone to walls, ashlar quoins, lintels and mullions, and stone slates.

• Detractors of the M4, the edge of Chippenham and Hullavington airfield. 

Key landscape features within and adjacent the site include: its undulating landform; strong 
network of hedgerows and hedgerow trees; high voltage power line and  pylons; rural character of 
Sheldon Lane; pattern of small fields; valley and stream to the south marked by tree line; triangular 
tree copse; several significant individual trees (including two covered by a TPO) and two public 
bridleways.

The A350 and adjacent tree belt to the east currently forms a strong and well-defined settlement 
edge to the west side of Chippenham and the settlements of Cheltenham and Corsham currently 
have a clear sense of separation. Future development on the site would need to integrate with the 
existing settlement edge, form a positive frontage to the A350 and ensure the sense of separation 
from Corsham is maintained.

Visual Context
The site has a moderate level of visibility from the surrounding area due to surrounding mature 
vegetation, the built edge of Chippenham and variations in landform which provide some visual 
containment. Very few private residential properties have views across the site and views  from 
the open countryside to the west are predominantly screened by landform and vegetation in the 
intervening area.

Key views into the site are from: A350; A4; bridle paths which crosses the site; Sheldon Lane and 
lane between Chequers and Biddestone. Views from the A4 are important gateway views on 
approach route to Chippenham from the west. (Southern boundary of site needs strong landscaped 
edge to maintain character of this approach.) Views from the A350 are also important and are 
experienced by large numbers of people. 

From within the site, in higher parts on west side, there are attractive long distance views south and 
east to higher ground on the horizon.

Fig. 9. Landscape Considerations
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Fig. 10. View north from byroad between Chequers Farm and Stowell Farm (glimpsed view of south-western edge of site beyond tree belt 
along stream)

Fig. 11. View west across site from A350 by roundabout junction with Sandown Drive

Fig. 12. View west across centre of site from A350 (close to junction with Drake Crescent)
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Fig. 13. View north towards southern edge of site from A4 Bath Road

Fig. 14. Lane between Sheldon Corner and Stowell Farm (dense high hedges screen views towards the site)

Fig. 15. View south along A350 showing mature copse of trees on western side of site
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Built Heritage Context
An initial heritage appraisal of the site and its heritage context has been 
undertaken by Turley Heritage and which has informed the proposals.

Built Heritage Context
The Site does not contain any designated or non-designated built heritage assets. 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.

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 mitigation measures. 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. 

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. 

Fig. 16. Heritage Assets Plan
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Fig. 16. Heritage Assets Plan
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Topography, Utilities, 
Flooding & Drainage
Topography
This site slopes towards the south east. There is a valley that runs 
along the southern boundary of the site with a flood zone and 
water course located here. Ground levels are highest toward the 
north west towards the lane on the western boundary at 90-95 
AOD. The lower part of the site to the east is 75-80 AOD along 
the A350.  

Utilities 
A utilities search has been undertaken in support of the proposal 
by Premier Energy. A key consideration of the site are the 
national grid power lines which run along the site’s eastern and 
southern boundary. These have a sag and swing offset of 5.3m. 
An easement of 10.6 is recommended from development. There 
are also two lower voltage lines (11kv) which cross the site and 
these will be grounded is necessary. The site is well serviced by 
communication telecoms with lines within the A350 and A4 Bath 
Road, as well as an existing network for existing residents. There 
are Openreach lines up to parts of the site’s boundary. There is an 
existing sewer network to the east of the A350. 

Flooding and Drainage
There are three areas where surface water runs within the site 
along existing field boundaries and ditches. Along part of the 
site’s southern boundary and to the southern side of the A4 
Bath Road there is flooding mapped for zones 2 and 3. This is the 
lowest part of the site and along the existing valley. 

Upgrade works to the existing sewer are expected to be required 
to serve a development of this size. This may require a capacity 
check and modelling of the network to be undertaken by Thames 
Water. 

Surface Water

Surface water runoff from the proposed development should 
be managed in the following order of priority: rainwater re-use, 
infiltration to ground, controlled discharge to local watercourse, 
controlled discharge to surface water sewer and finally controlled 
discharge to combined sewer.  

Fig. 17. Topo, Utilities, Drainage
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Highways and Access

1. Existing Bridge 
• Existing bridge north of the site connects over the A350 for pedestrians 

and cycles

• Connects Frogwell to employment area 

• Potential to upgrade to green bridge and cycle route with landscaping and 
planting to improve green connections and route

2. New Roundabout
• Provide signalized at grade crossings for pedestrians and cyclists

• Multi modal access into the site with new roundabout providing a 
secondary access

3. Walking and Cycling Link - A350 / Drake Crescent
• Redesign A350/Drake’s Crescent left in/left out junction to be signalized 

crossroads

• Access into development for pedestrians and cyclists and possibly buses

• Signalized at grade crossings for pedestrians and cyclists 

4. Chequers Roundabout (A4 Bath Road)
• A new iconic cycle / pedestrian bridge over the roundabout

• Capacity Improvements / partial signalisation

5. New Access with Park and Change 
• Provide access into the site for all vehicles from the Bath Road with an right 

turn lane into the site

• Bus access from Bath Road providing Park and Ride service

• Operates both ways along the A4 to Chippenham centre and Bath City 
centre 

• Park and Peddle into Chippenham

• Provide a bus link within the site

6. A350 Strategic Route Function
• The proposed development access strategy can deliver road safety 

improvements to the A350 corridor and improve journey time reliability 
through the use of speed limit reduction and signalization of junctions. 
The exact strategy would be agreed with the Highway Authority.

Connecting the site to existing Chippenham is key. The 
following 6 concepts demonstrate how this is possible, with 
each option to be explored further as the site progresses. 
We aspire to have two vehicle access points and at least two 
pedestrian / cycle connections from the site to Chippenham. 
The view of the highway authorities will be crucial in agreeing 
the appropriate mix of measures moving forward as suggested 
in this vision document.

Fig. 18. Access Options
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• The Site is to the west of the A350 which currently 
loops the western built edges of Chippenham. Parts of 
it have a mature tree belt screening the road.  

• Potential future access will come off of the A350 
and A4 with two access points being considered. 
Connections across the A350 are vital to ensure future 
development knits into the existing urban area. 

• National grid power lines border the eastern boundary 
of the site between the site edge and A350. It has been 
assumed a 15m swing offset will be required at this 
stage. Another national grid power line crosses the site 
towards the western boundary. Lower voltage power 
lines cross parts of the site and it is thought these will 
be grounded at this stage. 

• The site gradually rises to the north west with the 
lowest part of the site in the south east corner. There 
are watercourses that cross the site and flood zones 2 
& 3 close the sites southern and western boundaries. 

• Two PRoW cross the site and will be enhanced and 
retained where possible with further accessible 
connections. 

• Chiverlins Farmhouse (Grade II Listed) is located 
outside the red line boundary but is proximate to 
the Site. There are also other heritage assets in the 
surrounding area (including Corsham Court and 
listed buildings at Mytne Farm). The significance and 
setting of these heritage assets should be taken into 
consideration as part of the scheme development. 

• There are 2 TPO trees on site which are close to a 
natural valley and watercourse running through the 
site. This is an opportunity to make this a gateway 
green space. 

• Green infrastructure should consider connections 
to surrounding green spaces and woodlands. Just 
south of the site Corsham Court is located which is a 
designated Park & Garden. 

• Connections to existing facilities within Chippenham 
will need to be provided with potential for a bridge link 
across the A350. 

• The proposed development area would need to allow 
a bus route to be created through the development 
and ensure emergency access requirements can be 
addressed.

• Most of Chippenham’s urban area is within 5km cycle 
of the Site. 

Key Design Considerations

Fig. 19. Site Considerations Plan

A number of technical assessments have been undertaken 
identifying constraints and opportunities.
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• Chiverlins Farmhouse Grade 
II Listed

• Barn at Mynte Farmhouse 
Grade II Listed

• Cart-shed & Loft at Mynte 
Farmhouse Grade II Listed

• Mynte Farmhouse Grade II 
Listed

• Chequers Farmhouse Grade 
II Listed

• Sheldon Farmhouse Grade II 
Listed 

• Derriads & Wall Grade II 
Listed

• Derriads Farmhouse Grade II 
Listed
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Listed Building Reference 

• Site boundary

• Potential future access

• Potential bus access

• 11kV power line

• National grid power lines (5.3m Max 

swing - 10.6m easement)

• National grid pylons

• Water Main

• Route of Oil Pipeline

• Contour lines

• Public rights of way (PRoW)

• Cycle routes

• Surface water

• Flood Zone 2

• Flood Zone 3

• Historic Flooding

• Key Attenuation Areas

• Listed buildings

• Tree Preservation Order (TPO)

• Woodlands

• Green Spaces

• Registered Park and Garden

• Bus stops

• Existing Centres

• Openreach telephone lines

• MOD abandoned pipelines
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Masterplan & Vision
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A4 Bath Road

• Two vehicle access points are proposed 
connecting to the A350 and A4. This will form a 
looped access within the Site.

• Where possible access routes will respect the 
existing contours of the Site and run along 
these

• Existing PRoW will be retained with accessibility 
improved and new routes connecting to these.

• Green corridors will be formed along the routes 
of the existing power lines on site and will link 
into walking loops around the site accessing 
new green amenity spaces. 

• Crossings are proposed between the Site and 
existing areas of Chippenham. 

• A pedestrian and cycle crossing is proposed as 
part of an improved signalized Drake’s Crescent 
junction. There is also the potential for bus 
access to the site.

Design Principles

1. Landscape enhancement and containment

2. Access and connections

• Historically Chippenham Forest covered this 
area and looking to reinstate woodland within 
the Site. 

• Potential for woodland areas to be used for 
carbon offsetting.

• Development set back from the A4 Bath Road

• Provide a Green Corridor along the A350

• Retain and enhance existing green valley to 
the south of the site

• Provide effective landscape mitigation to 
screen views of built form within the setting of 
nearby heritage assets

• Retain existing PRoW as connecting green 
routes through the site

The following diagrams explore the overarching themes influencing future development of locating 
a new residential community at Chippenham. 

A
350

C h i p p e n h a m

A4 Bath Road
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A4 Bath Road

• There are three established surface water 
routes running across the site west to 
east. Where possible these will be retained 
and enhanced to respect the character of 
existing field boundaries and also protect & 
enhance ecological and biodiversity across 
the Site.

• Flood zones 2 & 3 run to the south of 
the site which is the lowest area. Primary 
attenuation corridor will be to the south and 
east of the site forming the development 
offset from the A4 and A350. 

• Connections with existing green and blue 
corridors will be provided allowing for new 
amenity walking loops around the site.

Land uses that are being explored include:

• Residential areas set around new green 
infrastructure and woodland setting.

• Primary School

• Sports hub for use of existing and new 
residents.

• Employment complimenting existing 
facilities to the south west of Chippenham.

• Park and Change site providing direct bus 
and cycle links to the A4 / Chippenham

• The above uses to be centred around a local 
centre for future residents and users of the 
Site.

3. Blue and Green Infrastructure 

4. Development Areas 

A
350

VINCIENTS WOOD

PRIORS COPSE

C h i p p e n h a m

A4 Bath Road
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• Significant open space created in the west of the site to form 
transition to the countryside

• Key green corridors formed across site to retain existing public 
rights of way and hedgerows

• Green infrastructure buffer to A350 to include various sports 
provision

• Reinstating woodland planting 

• Opportunity for Park & Change site with direct access to the A4

The site provides an opportunity for around 1,403 new homes as 
well as new community uses and enhanced ecology, biodiversity and 
amenity green open space. 

Masterplan Concept 
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Fig. 20. Design Concept



The site provides an opportunity for a vision for a wider strategic 
development for Chippenham for the next 30 years. New homes as well 
as new community uses and enhanced ecology, biodiversity and amenity 
green open space set around and complimenting the existing town. The 
strategic diagram opposite shows the site’s wider context and possibility 
to provide a growth corridor north along the A350 with a clear landscaped 
edge to the west ensuring development is contained and connected to 
Chippenham with good pedestrian / cycle links across the A350. 

Wider Chippenham Vision 

A4 Bath Road

1

2

3
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Landscape Considerations
• Strong sense of settlement separation between Corsham and Chippenham needs to be 

maintained. Pull development edge away from A4 frontage and retain a strong green gap 
between the settlements.

• Pronounced undulating land form with valley and stream to the south marked by tree line. Valley 
feature should be retained and strengthened to form a green corridor along southern edge of 
development area and to form strong buffer between development edge, Corsham and cluster 
of listed buildings at Chequers.

• Green infrastructure on site should connect Priors Copse with Vincients Wood (nature reserve) 
on east side of A350 (partly ancient woodland) to form wildlife corridors and recreational route 
connecting to open countryside. 

• Road on west side of site (Sheldon Lane) is narrow, enclosed by dense hedgerows and has strong 
rural character (important to maintain the character of this road)

• Within the North Wilts landscape Character Assessment, the Site is within the ‘Hullavington 
Rolling Lowland’ landscape character area. 

The management guidelines for the area are: 

• Conserve and enhance its pastoral character, and to ensure that any new development respects 
the grain of the dispersed settlement in the area and the vernacular building materials.

• Preserve and enhance the continuity of hedgerows and mature oak trees

• River valleys should be enhanced by encouraging habitat creation and planting of riverside 
trees.

• Protect the setting and intrinsic character of Corsham Park.

• Minimise the landscape and visual effects of the expansion of Chippenham.

Landscape Enhancement and Containment

• Historically, Chippenham Forest covered this area. Proposals would look to reinstate woodland 
within parts of the Site including within the western Site boundary with green and ecological 
links to Priors Copse, Vincients Wood and other green links. This will also provide a screen and 
landscape buffer to future development.

• Potential for new woodland areas to be used for carbon offsetting.

• Existing tree belts, tree clumps and hedgerows to be retained where possible and integrated 
within development areas

• Three green crossings across the A350 for pedestrians and cycles.

• Development set back from the A4 Bath Road to main sense of separation when travelling 
between Corsham and Chippenham

• Green Corridor to be provided along the A350 

• Existing green valley to the south of the site to be retained and enhanced as green corridor.

Fig. 21. Wider Vision

Existing Local Centre & 
Bath Road Retail

Bumper Farm Business 
Park

Cepen Park North



A350

Towards M4 Junction 17

A4 Bath Road

A350

A
350

A350

1

2

3

VINCIENTS 
WOOD

PRIORS 
COPSE

41



Proposed Masterplan
This Site provides the opportunity to vision a new 
complimentary community for Chippenham.
Development West of Chippenham will provide local benefits 
including the delivery of market and affordable homes, 
and provision of new high quality open space with a sports 
and primary school hub. The following diagram sets out a 
concept for this.

Fig. 22. Masterplan Strategy
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Significant open space to the west of the Site creating a landscape buffer and 
woodland setting with healthy living areas to include orchards and allotments 

Key green and blue corridors formed to retain and protect hedgerows and ecological 
enhancements 

Landscaped corridor along the A350 to offset development and provide a linear 
park & sports activities considering safe offset from power lines and buffering noise 
from the A350

A local centre and community / sports hub offering a key building at the southern 
gateway to the Site

5 Pedestrian / cycle access from A350 and A4.

6 Development offset from Chiverlin Farmhouse, retaining areas of open space and 
introduction appropriate landscaping/buffering 

7 School and sports hub facilities located along the primary access road providing 
active uses along the route that are visible and accessible from the A350  (a) 2 Form 
Primary School (b) Central Sports Hub. This forms a central focus for development 
west of the A350.

8 Offset development from the A4 with landscaped valley

Introduction of landscaping and planting to screen views from heritage assets to the 
south including Mytne Farm and Corsham Court Registered Park and Garden

Introduction of landscaping and planting to screen views from heritage assets to the 
west and north west including Medieval Settlement at Sheldon Scheduled Monument 
and Sheldon Farmhouse

New access from A4 for vehicles, pedestrian and cyclists with a Park and Change site 
with car and cycle parking.

9

10

11
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• Residential Areas 

• Sports & Primary School Education Hub 

• Park & Change / Ride Scheme with Business Hub

• Infrastructure and Other Development

44

A site strategically placed between the A4 and A350 offering 
sustainable alternative transport links alongside business hub area, 
a new leisure offer for the town, and residential led community.

The proposals have been based on the following land uses with 
areas associated set out in the table below. This is indicative at this 
stage and will require further technical input and market testing. 

Land Budget 

Residential Areas 35.08 ha (1,403 
homes at 
40dph)

Range of residential areas offering a mix of house 
types and tenures within differing character 
areas responding to site context and future uses. 

Sports and Primary 
School Hub

7.0ha A 2FE primary school situated to the eastern 
edge of the site allowing accessibility for existing 
and future residents. 

A primary school with 2FE would usually take 
up 2.2ha.  This allows a further 4.8ha to create 
a community sports hub. The illustrative 
masterplan shows this as having a local centre / 
leisure key building towards the centre of the site. 
Sport provision could include: 

• Athletics track and facilities

• Range of Sports pitches - junior through to 
adult 

• Tennis courts

• Bowls club and green 

Park & Change / 
Business Area

1.64 ha Within the south east corner of the site with 
direct access to the A4 a bus link with parking 
facilities for cycles and cars is proposed. Small 
scale business uses could also be developed in 
this area. 

Infrastructure and 
Other Development 

 36.5 ha Western landscape buffer with new woodland 
planting, open space, attenuation, offset areas 
for power lines, road infrastructure, green links, 
allotments and orchards

Fig. 23. Land Areas
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Masterplan Strategies
Land Use

Residential Density & Building Height

The proposals are for a community led 
residential scheme, set within a landscaped 
areas with woodland planting. The site will have 
4 key land use areas: 

Residential 

Primary School / Sports Hub

Park & Change / Business

Landscaping

Higher density will be applied at the centre of 
the residential areas and towards the south. 
Lower density will be used as a transitional 
edge between development and open space. 

Development will vary in scale but generally be 
between 1 - 3 storeys. 

Residential: Higher density (Up to 35-
45dph / 3 storeys)

Residential: Lower Density (circa 30-
35dph / 2 storeys)

Community building (up to 3 storey)

Primary School & Sports (up to 2 storey)

Business Area (up to 2 storey)

46



Green & Blue Infrastructure

Access 

A key area for landscaping is the western edge where 
woodland planting is proposed to reflect the areas 
historical context as part of Chippenham’s Forest. 

This edge will soften the existing western 
development edge of Chippenham as well as provide 
opportunities for carbon offsetting, and varied green 
amenity space. 

Allotments and a community orchard are proposed 
which will be part of the healthy living agenda. 

Green links and rights of way will be retained and 
enhanced where possible. 

Planting around the development edges will provide 
a green setting as well as street trees and planting 
along key routes. 

Incidental spaces and parks will also be placed within 
residential areas.

Drainage is focused within the southern valley of the 
site and eastern edge. 

The sport hub will provide a green buffer between the 
A350 and residential development. 

The primary route will provide an internal loop 
with a southern and northern site gateway 
connecting to the A350 and A4. A secondary loop 
will be provided through the residential areas.  
A hierarchy of streets will be implemented to 
provide street character and ensure pedestrians 
and cyclists have priority where necessary. 

Key pedestrian footpaths will link into the existing 
PRoW network and provide further connections to 
the existing community. 

A bus only access point is also possible 
connecting the A4 into the site, and existing bus 
routes to Chippenham from the A350 opposite 
Drake Crescent . 

Primary Access Loop

Secondary Access Loop

Internal Access Streets

Key Pedestrian / Cycle Green Routes 

Pedestrian / cycle Streets

Bus Access (with cycle / pedestrian routes)
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Local Centre & Community Leisure Vision

A new local centre to include a gateway building on the southern access primary 
route.  This should be visible from the A350 and will be situated to the eastern 
side of the site. This will provide a focus to the proposed development west of the 
A350 and centred around a higher density development core, which could also 
include a mix of other leisure and community uses. 

Character Areas
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Local Centre

Existing right of way set in 
green setting

Opportunity for community sports 
facilities

Tree lined primary route

5 Bus & Cycle / Ped Link
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Sports Hub & Primary School Vision

A new 2 Form Entry Primary School will be situated to the north east of the 
site. This will provide a focus to the northern gateway / access from the A350. 
The school can provide a wider range of services including extended uses 
of the hall and sports ground to facilitate the wider community. The larger 
sports hub area has 7ha of land to be used for wider community sport uses. 

Character Areas
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Primary School

Potential cycle route along 
existing track

Opportunity for community Sports 
pitches 

A350

Tree lined primary route

Existing right of way set in green 
setting

Sports hubs with variety of 
sports provision for new and 
existing residents 
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Business Hub with Park and Change Scheme Vision

There is an opportunity for a new business hub to be situated within the south 
east corner of the site adjacent to the A4. This is a prime location to provide 
business uses and new employment to Chippenham. Pedestrian connections 
could connect the new business hub with the existing employment uses east 
of the A350.  The business hub could also include  a park and change scheme 
which would provide sustainable transport links to Chippenham town centre. 

Character Areas
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Southern Residential Core Vision
 

Characterised by higher density and green streets with street tree planting 
and other green features such as rain gardens, planters and swales. The 
local centre creates a focus for this residential development area, within 
immediate proximity to green open space and outdoor sports facilities. 

Character Areas
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Key building frontage

Tree lined primary route
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Western Green Residential Edge Vision 

New homes will be provided around a network of green spaces. With both streets 
and spaces that reflect a strong character. The development proposed at the 
green edges, where the dwellings will sit within a landscape setting of proposed 
new broadleaved tree planting will be lower density and overlook open space.

Character Areas
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New woodland planting

Orchard planting

Allotments

Informal Play space

Existing right of way set in 
green setting
Pedestrian links provided 
through the development 

Low density housing on 
development edge
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Summary



Land to the West of Chippenham has the potential 
to provide high quality residential living within 
the context of Chippenham’s existing town and 
community.  

The proposed masterplan has been generated 
through a clear understanding of the site, and it’s 
context. The design and development process 
presents the opportunity to implement a joined  
up approach to the masterplan and connected 
green infrastructure and new woodland, allowing 
for innovate and best practice approaches to 
placemaking.

The proposed masterplan has been generated by 
responding to the site, taking opportunities to 
provide, retain and enhance the existing context, 
and to implement green amenity space integrated 
with proposed drainage infrastructure.

The residential areas alongside public spaces will 
make use of strong and sustainable connections to 
both the wider footpath network and routes into 
the centre of Chippenham. 

The new setting will provide a range of house 
types and tenures which will be supported by 
opportunities for community infrastructure, 
connected green infrastructure, and recreation. 

This Vision demonstrates how Land at  
West of Chippenham can be developed  
to deliver a vibrant, sustainable  
new community, with its own  
distinctive identity including a sports hub 
destination, primary school, and woodland 
planted western edge.

Summary Conclusion
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1 Introduction 

The purpose of this Technical Note (TN) is to review the highway infrastructure proposals for 
developments  surrounding  Chippenham,  Wiltshire.  This  TN  will  focus  on  a  review  of 
developments proposed within the emerging Wiltshire Local Plan to support a new road to the 
east and south of Chippenham, and a new development proposed by Bloor Homes on land west 
of the A350.  
 
The proposal for infrastructure improvements to the east and south of Chippenham has already 
been  assessed  in  an  options  assessment  exercise  carried  out  to  identify  the most  suitable 
options for alignment. From the data that is readily available from this options assessment, an 
analysis of the proposals for Land West of the A350 will be undertaken and compared to the 
other proposals to understand their relative merits.  
 
A strategic site location plan can be seen in Figure 1.1. 
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2 Relevant Policy, Guidance and Documents  

2.1 Local Transport Plan 2011 

 
The Wiltshire Local Transport Plan is the third plan of its kind, covering a period between 2011‐
2026. Its role is to steer the implementation of national transport polices at a local level.  
 
The vision of the plan  is to develop a transport system that helps support economic growth 
across  Wiltshire’s  communities,  giving  choice  and  opportunity  for  people  to  safely  access 
essential services. Transport solutions will be sensitive  to  the built and natural environment 
with an emphasis on reducing carbon emissions.  
  
The  goals  are  to  support  economic  growth,  reduce  carbon  emissions,  contribute  to  better 
safety, promote equality of opportunity, improve quality of life, and promote a healthy natural 
environment.  
 
The proposed development is consistent with the vision and goals of the Wiltshire LTP. 
 

2.2 Wiltshire Core Strategy 2015 

The vision for Wiltshire is to create a stronger and more resilient community. The underpinning 
idea of the strategy is to strengthen communities, the underlying principle is to create a balance 
of jobs, services and facilities and homes. The strategy recognises that previous growth has not 
been delivered in a proportionate way, where housing has been delivered in locations where 
there are not enough employment opportunities, which has resulted in out‐commuting.  

There are several key principles that underpin the strategy including; 

 Providing  the most  sustainable pattern of development  that minimises  the need  to 
travel and maximises the potential use of sustainable transport. 

 Creating  the  right environment  to deliver economic growth, delivering  the  jobs  that 
Wiltshire’s population needs  locally and taking a flexible and responsive approach to 
employment land delivery. 

 Managing development to ensure that jobs and the right infrastructure are delivered 
at  the  right  time  to  ensure  that  out‐commuting,  in  particular  to  areas  outside  of 
Wiltshire,  is not  increasing and development does not have a detrimental  impact on 
infrastructure.  

 Working  towards  lowering  Wiltshire’s  carbon  footprint  through  the  appropriate 
location of development and through renewable energy and sustainable construction.  

 Protecting  and  planning  for  the  enhancement  of  the  natural,  historic  and  built 
environments, including maintaining, enhancing and expanding Wiltshire’s network of 
green infrastructure to support the health and wellbeing of communities.  

 
The strategy identifies the Bumpers Farm industrial estate and the Methuen Park business park 
as two of the three Principal Employment Area of Chippenham. The proposed development is 
conveniently located to access these areas and is consistent with the principles identified. 
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2.3 Draft Chippenham Transport Strategy Refresh 2015 

The Wiltshire Core Strategy  identifies Chippenham as a Principal Settlement  in Wiltshire and 
therefore a key location for future employment and residential development. The Chippenham 
Transport Strategy is Wiltshire Council’s proposed long‐term approach to meeting the transport 
needs of the town, within the context of housing and employment growth. The strategy outlines 
themes that are backed up with specific objectives, the themes of the strategy are as follows: 
 

 Provide for strategic development sites; 

 Maintain strategic function of the A350; and 

 Improve the accessibility and attractiveness of the town centre. 

The  strategy  is  currently  in  draft  form  and  will  be  finalised  flowing  the  Chippenham  Site 
Allocation Plan adoption.  
 
The Chippenham Transport Strategy refresh takes place within a strategic policy framework that 
are produced for a wide range of purposes to address the overarching needs of Wiltshire. The 
strategy specifically addresses the need of Chippenham.  
 
The proposed development supports the identified strategic themes – see section 5 for further 
details. 
 

2.4 Wiltshire Council Local Plan – Site Selection Report for Chippenham 2021 

The Wiltshire Core Strategy is the central strategic part of the development plan for Wiltshire. 
The Core Strategy is being updated with a plan period of 2016‐2036. It is important to keep the 
development plan up to date and ensure that development needs are being met. Chippenham 
requires 9,225 new homes over the plan period. Considering developments that are already 
committed an extra 5,100 homes are required.  
 
The site selection report sifts sites that have been proposed on accessibility, flood risk, heritage, 
landscape and traffic. After this another sift takes place assessing against policy requirements 
and the place shaping priorities (PSP) the PSPs are as follows. 
 
PSP1  Employment  –  to provide new  employment opportunities with  a  strong  emphasis on 
timely delivery to redress the existing level of net out‐commuting withing the town.  
 
PSP2 Town Centre – improve resilience to the town centre by serving as centre of sub regional 
public  service,  ensure  the  centre  will  be  a  vibrant  meeting  place,  preserve  historical 
characteristics, develop the bridge centre site, and improve Chippenham railway station. 
 
PSP3 River Avon – To continue to improve access to the River Avon valley through Chippenham 
as an important green infrastructure corridor. 
 
PSP4  Active  Travel  –  Ensuring  a  network  of  well‐connected  footpaths  and  cycleways  and 
connectivity for public transport across the town. 
 
PSP5 Traffic – Linking to the A4 and A350 which will provide for a more resilient local network 
addressing traffic congestion within the town centre.  
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PSP6  Surrounding  Countryside  –  Respect  the  individual  identities  of  villages  within  the 
landscape setting.  
 
The proposed development supports the place shaping priorities where relevant – see section 
5 for further details. 
 

2.5 Future Chippenham Road Design – Options Assessment Report 2021 

Future Chippenham has appointed Atkins to support the delivery of the distributor road to the 
east and  south of Chippenham,  for  this  they have produced an Options Assessment Report 
(OAR)  which  includes  an  assessment  of  route  options  in  terms  of  environmental  impact, 
deliverability, transport network impact and value for money to identify the most appropriate 
route for the road.  
 
The proposed alignment of the distributor road can be seen in Appendix A. 
 
The OAR sought to sift options for the road in two phases to identify which options are the best 
fit. Strategic data for the sift has been obtained from the HIF Bid Options Assessment, Concept 
Framework Development Quantum, and Future Chippenham Spatial Framework. Data has been 
provided in the OAR that can be directly compared to the proposed site on Land West of the 
A350 will be used as a comparison.  
 
The OAR  calculates  the  scheme  costs  for  the  three  route  options,  the  calculations  include 
construction cost, preparatory, supervision and Land, base cost, risk, inflation, and inflation due 
to COVID‐19. The option costs are set out below.  
 
Option A – Outer Route – £104,534,347 to £120,104,003 
Option B – Middle Route ‐ £96,826,723 to £112,253,026  
Option C Inner Route ‐ £93,345,096 to £108,567,012  
 
The proposed development does not require this scale of infrastructure cost. 
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3 Existing Highway Conditions 

3.1 Chippenham Highway Network 

Chippenham is a market town in northern Wiltshire with approximately 45,000 residents as of 
the 2011 census. The town is located approximately three miles south of Junction 17 of the M4. 
The main routes through town are as follows. 
 
The A350 is dual carriageway route that can be followed south from M4 Junction 17 that wraps 
around  the western boundary of  the  town before  continuing  south  towards Melksham and 
Trowbridge. The A350 is a dual carriageway for most of its length past Chippenham, with a small 
section of  single  carriageway between  the Bumpers  Farm Roundabout and  the Cepen Park 
South Roundabout. As it passes Chippenham the A350 is known as the Western Bypass. South 
of Chippenham the A350 connects the Chequers roundabout to Lackham roundabout, which 
then travels south towards Melksham.  
 
The A420 commences at the Bridge Roundabout in the centre of Chippenham and travels north 
west through the town towards the Bumpers Farm roundabout before continuing onto Bristol.  
 
The A4 road runs east to west through Chippenham from the roundabout of London Road and 
Pewsham Way in east Chippenham to the Chequers Roundabout in west Chippenham. The road 
connects to the towns of Calne in the east and Corsham in the west. The A4 runs through the 
centre of Chippenham over the river Avon. All traffic travelling through Chippenham must cross 
the river at two locations, the High Street Bridge or through the signalised junction of Gladstone 
Road and Avenue‐La‐Fleche.   

 

3.2 Existing Highway Constraints  

 
The A350 is a main haulage route for HGVs into and through Chippenham. The A350 is mostly 
a dual carriageway past Chippenham however a section of the road only has one lane in either 
direction between Bumpers Farm roundabout and Cepen Park South roundabout.  
 
As Chippenham High Street is closed to vehicle traffic between 9:30am and 7:30pm the junction 
of Gladstone Road  and Avenue‐La‐Fleche  can become  congested  as  it must  carry  all  traffic 
wishing  to  travel  through  the  town.  This  has  a  knock‐on  effect  at  the  bridge  roundabout 
immediately north of the junction.  
 
 

3.3 Recent Highway Development Scheme   

Between  July  2017  and  August  2018,  a  £7.2  million  highway  improvement  scheme  was 
undertaken on junction 17 of the M4 and the A350 Western Bypass. The scheme involved: 
 

 Signalised slip roads for traffic exiting the motorway at Junction 17 of the M4; 

 Widening the A350 to dual carriageway between Badger and Brook roundabouts, as 
well as between Cepen Park South and Chequers roundabouts; 

 Additional widening to allow for suitable merge lengths back to a single lane in either 
direction, and to allow for two lanes on the A350 approaches to the roundabouts. 
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 A new formal segregated layby on the northbound carriageway south of Chequers, to 
replace the existing unsegregated layby. 

 Widening the A4 Bath Road westbound approach to Chequers, along with widening the 
A4 westbound exit, providing two lanes across the junction for A4 westbound traffic. 

The  scheme was  funded  via  the  Local Growth Fund which  is operated by  the Swindon and 
Wiltshire  Local  Enterprise  Partnership.  Wiltshire  Council  has  improved  the  A350  Western 
Bypass as and when funding has become available.  
 
A further funding bid for dualling between Chequers roundabout and Lackham roundabout was 
submitted in July 2016 however this was unsuccessful.  Dualling the section between Bumpers 
Farm roundabout and Cepen Park South roundabout has not been progressed at this time due 
to funding and value for money considerations.  
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4 Proposed Developments to the East and South of Chippenham 

4.1 Proposed Highway Routes 

In March  2019 Wiltshire  Council  submitted  a  bid  to  the Housing  Infrastructure  Fund  (HIF) 
provided  by  the  Ministry  of  Housing,  Communities  and  Local  Government  (MHCLG).  In 
November 2019 Wiltshire Council was awarded £75 million to ensure that funding is available 
to contribute towards the cost of delivering longer‐term growth.  
 
In October 2020 the Council entered into a Grant Determination Agreement (GDA) with Homes 
England to secure the funding. The GDA allows Wiltshire Council to use any remaining funds to 
invest into other infrastructure to support the delivery of additional housing in Wiltshire.  
 
The grant is proposed to support the delivery of a new distributor road to the east and south of 
Chippenham that will connect to the A350 at the northern end of the town.  
 
The general alignment of the three proposed routes can be split into two sections:  
 

 East  Chippenham  –  From  the  Rawlings  Green  approved  development,  north  of 
Monkton Park, across the river Avon eastward, then turning south towards the A4.  

 South Chippenham – connecting the A350 to the A4 south of Pewsham and South West 
Chippenham, the route also crossing the river Avon.  

 
The three possible routes can be seen in Appendix A. The following paragraphs include some 
key information about the two routes from the Wiltshire Council Options Assessment Findings 
Summary Report.  
  

4.1.1 Route A – Outer Route  

The outer link is likely to operate as a ring road, a bridge over the Wilshire and Berkshire canal 
will contribute to a high delivery cost. Route A has the highest impact on the environment and 
will be potentially visible by hamlets to the east. Route A requires an additional  link road to 
access development areas at East Chippenham.  
 
The OAR estimates the cost of delivering this route to be between £104,534,347 ‐ £120,104,003. 
After the HIF funding is included there is a shortfall of £30‐45 million.  
 

4.1.2 Route B – Middle Route  

The middle link is the second shortest road with the second lowest delivery cost estimate, Route 
B has a direct connection to the National Cycle Network Route 403 and therefore a  link  into 
town.  Route  B  also  requires  an  additional  link  road  to  access  development  areas  at  East 
Chippenham.  
 
The OAR estimates the cost of delivering this route to be between £96,826,723 ‐ £112,253,029. 
After the HIF funding is included there is a shortfall of £22‐37 million.  

 
4.1.3 Route C – Inner Route  
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Route  C  is  the  shortest  and  had  the  lowest  delivery  cost,  it  provides  the  highest  quality 
connectivity from all type of transport networks. Route C will have an impact on the Rowden 
Park conservation area and Stanley Park recreational ground. The Inner route will provide the 
best  potential  for  cycle  routes  to  surrounding  areas  using  existing  Public  Rights  of  Way, 
including National Cycle Network Route 403.   
 
The OAR estimates the cost of delivering this route to be between £93,345,096 ‐ £108,567,012. 
After the HIF funding is included there is a shortfall of £18‐34 million.  
 
A best fit route has been identified as mostly Route C with sections of Route B. This can be seen 
in Appendix A.  The new distributor road will have a funding shortfall of at least £18 million that 
will have to be contributed by developers.  Funding shortages could rise well beyond that which 
will increase risk associated with the viability of the development sites that the distributor road 
will unlock.  
 

4.2 Associated Development  

The proposed distributor road to the east and south of Chippenham will unlock land for up to 
7,500 dwellings accessed along  its route. The wider strategic function of the distributor road 
will alleviate pressure on  the  town centre and  throughout  the  town,  this will provide  spare 
capacity to unlock developments elsewhere in the town. 
 
While this will go a long way to meeting the needs for housing in Wiltshire it has been identified 
in the options assessment for the distributor road that a large environmental cost will be borne 
by these developments.  
 
While careful consideration has been taken to assess the required cost of the implementation 
of this route, any funding shortfalls will require development contribution. This may impact the 
viability of certain developments due to the larger risk associated with projects such as bridge 
construction and environmental and ecological mitigation.  
 
Due  to  the  location  of  the  development,  new  bus  routes  will  be  required  to  serve  these 
communities and tie them into the wider area, this will dilute the patronage of existing services 
where the new bus will travel through existing routes in the town and reduce the sustainability 
of some public transport options.  
 
Due to the distance from the town centre some sections of the proposed development will not 
have high quality accessibility to the rest of Chippenham for pedestrians and cyclists, delivering 
this infrastructure is in no way guaranteed with the delivery of the proposed distributor road. 
This may result in isolated communities and urban sprawl.   
 
 

4.3 Options Assessment Sift 

 
4.3.1 Methodology  

Route options for the distributor road have been analysed through two rounds of sifting various 
data sources to identify the optimum route for the road. The analysis is taken over five zones, 
three in the eastern section and two in the southern section as follows:  
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 Zone One is defined a land to the west of Lackham College, which can be found directly 
south of the Pewsham estate; 

 Zone Two is defined as land between zone one and the A4 London Road;  

 Zone Three is land north of the A4 London Road and south of NCN Route 403; 

 Zone Four is land to the north of NCN 403 and east of river Avon; and  

 Zone Five is land to the north of NCN 403 and west of river Avon. 

 
The first sift reviewed six alignment options and four links to Pewsham. The first sift resulted in 
discarding unsatisfactory routes to leave the three possible routes as defined in this chapter.  
 
The criteria of the sift must be at  least partially met, to do this a qualitative assessment was 
made on a three‐point scale:  
 

3 = Fully meets objectives  
2 = Partially meets objectives 
1 = Neutral/negative impact.  

 
The first sift assessment criteria are as follows: 
 
Strategic Case: 
 

1. Enables the delivery of high‐quality housing developments by unlocking development 
land, meeting pre 2036 (Local Plan) and post 0236 (HIF) housing quantum.  

2. Improve  traffic  congestion  and  flow  across  the existing  road network, ensuring  the 
transport network has the capacity to accommodate growth.  

3. Provide good connectivity for mutli‐modal users at new centres and into Chippenham 
town centre, improving journey times and journey time reliability.  

Deliverable Case 
 

1. Environmental Review. 

a. Flood Risk and Drainage  

i. Flood Zone crossing up to 250 metres – Score 3. 

ii. Flood Zone crossing between 250m and 500m – Score 2  

iii. Flood Zone crossing greater than 500m – Score 1  

b. Ecological Impact  

i. Greater  than  100m  from  national  designated  site/habitat  records. 
Score ‐ 3  

ii. Within 100m of local or national designated site/habitat records.  Score 
‐ 2  

iii. Direct  conflict  with  conservation  area/within  500m  of  scheduled 
ancient monument. Score ‐ 1  
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c. Heritage and Archaeology  

i. Greater  than  100m  from  conservation  area/listed  building/heritage 
record. Score – 3 

ii. Within  100m  of  local  or  conservation  area/listed  building/heritage 
record. Score – 2 

iii. Direct  conflict  with  conservation  area  within  500m  of  scheduled 
ancient monument. Score – 1 

2. Engineer Assessment. 

a. Total structural length up to 250m Score – 3  

b. Total structural length between 250m and 500m. Score – 2  

c. Total Structural length greater than 500m. Score – 1  

3. Land Strategy  

a. Full  Wiltshire  Council  Land  ownership/land  allocated  in  Chippenham  Site 
Allocation Plan/planning permission approved. Score – 3  

b. Landowner/developer letter of support to HIF bid, and/ or land put forward for 
future  development  within  Strategic  Housing  Land  Availability  Assessment. 
Score – 2  

c. Objection to scheme/route option. Score – 1  

 
Data that has informed the first options sift has been lifted from the OAR and can be seen in 
Appendix B.  

 
 

4.3.2 Results  

Below is an extract from the OAR that summarises the first sift of options for the new distributor 
road.  
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It can be seen that neutral/negative impacts have not been taken forward. There have been no zones 
that have high scores for both the strategic and deliverable case.  
 
Three of these highest scoring zone options will be taken forward and compared with infrastructure 
proposals required for the delivery of Land West of A350 Chippenham.  
 
These areas are as follows: 
 

 Zone One – Option B; 

 Zone Two – Options B and C; and  

Zone Three – Options B and C.   
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5 Land West of A350 Chippenham  

 

5.1 Proposed Development  

 
Bloor Homes are proposing a development on the western edge of Chippenham between the 
important economic corridors of the A350 and the A4 Bath Road.  The site is approximately two 
miles for the centre of Chippenham, although the employment,  leisure and retail facilities at 
Bumpers Farm industrial estate and Methuen Park business park are in the immediate vicinity 
of the site.  
 
Bath is Located 12 miles west following the A4 which forms the southern boundary of the site, 
Trowbridge is 14 miles south on the A350 which forms the eastern boundary of the site. 
 
Importantly no new distributor roads or large, off site, infrastructure projects will be required 
to access this development which is already well connected to two major routes. The Wiltshire 
Council Site Selection report has concluded that this location has no significant harmful effects 
on congestion corridors.  
 
New  junctions will be required to serve the development, these will have to incorporate access 
for public transport, cycling and walking . Proposals may include bus gateways, and a new iconic 
cycle/pedestrian bridge over Chequers Roundabout. Providing high quality  infrastructure  for 
pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users will encourage a greater uptake of these modes. 
This  will  provide  transport,  environmental  and  health  benefits.  Improving  active  travel 
infrastructure is the aim of the Local Plans PSP4 and improving the A350 is the aim of PSP5. 
 
As the site is located on the A350 and the development will provide infrastructure improvement  
some vehicle  traffic will be drawn away  from  the  town  centre. While  there will be a  slight 
increase in traffic, the inclusion of a local centre will also reduce the need to travel into the town 
centre, and the  location of the development will reduce the need to drive through the town 
centre.  . This can be delivered without new large off site infrastructure at greenfield locations.  
 
The site does not have any effects on villages near to Chippenham and their landscape setting 
which accords with PSP6 of the Local Plan.  
 
PSP3 of the Local Plan aims to improve access to the River Avon Corridor, the site does not have 
access to the River Avon Corridor however it is within the immediate vicinity of the Corsham 
Court estate which provides  similar benefits  for  leisure and  local ecology, Corsham Court  is 
considered to meet the same needs as the River Avon Corridor.  
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5.2 Development of Land West of A350  

The  proposed  site  is  located  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of  two  of  the  three  Principal 
Employment Areas of Chippenham  identified  in the Wiltshire Core Strategy. Methuen Park  is 
accessible after a five minute walk from the southern extent of the site. Bumpers Farm industrial 
estate can be accessed after a 20 minute walk, or a five minute cycle from the Drakes Crescent 
access  location. Supporting these developments will reduce the  level of out‐commuting and 
support businesses within the area, a key goal of the Core Strategy.  
 
There is potential to incorporate existing bus services into the development proposal that will 
not dilute the patronage of existing services. The site is located on the A4 which is an existing 
high frequency bus corridor, there are also existing proposals to improve the corridor. There is 
a proposal for a new ‘Wiltshire Whippet’ service between Bath and Chippenham, an initiative 
led by Bath  and North  East  Somerset  (B&NES) Council, which will  feature  fewer  stops  and 
include ‘pocket park and ride’ interchanges. The proposed development will feature a park and 
change site with car and cycle parking. The ‘Wiltshire Whippet’ proposal, if it were to go ahead, 
would reduce the number of car trips along the A4, that could be directly tied into the site. The 
delivery of the proposal will be subject to a feasibility study. 
 
Existing infrastructure such as the Chequers Roundabout and the Drakes Crescent junction onto 
the  A350  can  be  upgraded  to  a  higher  quality  which  will  benefit  existing  residents.  The 
development will have to deliver improvements to the Chequers Roundabout which is already 
approaching  capacity. There  currently  is no plan  to upgrade  the  roundabout as part of  the 
proposed distributor road, even though the route will increase traffic along the A350 to alleviate 
pressure on central Chippenham. This development will deliver these improvements.   
  
The site will provide good connectivity to Corsham which would deliver one of the benefits of 
the distributor road without the construction of a new road.  
 
The proposed access strategy for the Land west of A350 development consists of three access 
points as follows: 

 Primary Vehicle Access – new 60m diameter roundabout on A350 approximately 200m 
north of Drakes Crescent; 

 Secondary Vehicle Access ‐ new ghost island priority junction on the A4 at the southern 
extent of the site; and 

 Third Access – A350 road crossing opposite Drakes Crescent and for pedestrians and 
cyclists, there is also potential for this to offer bus access.  

 
The proposed development on  land to the west of the A350 can be considered to meet the 
objectives set out in the Chippenham Transport Strategy that can be seen in Table 1. 
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Table 1  Assessment of Proposed Site against Chippenham Transport Strategy Objectives 

  Objectives  Proposed Development 

Providing  for 
strategic 
development 
sites 

Objective  1:  Deliver  a  transport  network  for 
Chippenham  that can support planned growth 
at development sites and minimise the  impact 
of  increased  travel  demand  on  existing 
residents 

The proposed development will  improve 
the A350 with high quality junctions. Local 
improvements  to  walking  cycling  and 
public  transport  will  provide 
improvements for existing residents. 

Objective 2: Ensure development sites provide 
for necessary on‐site, and appropriate off‐site, 
transport  infrastructure  and  services  to 
accommodate  and  mitigate  travel  demand 
generated by the development. 

Multiple site accesses will provide a high 
level of  service  to  all users. Appropriate 
mitigation  will  be  implemented  at  the 
Chequers roundabout and other junctions 
that require improvements.  

Maintaining 
strategic 
function  of 
A350 and key 
routes 

Objective 3: Minimise current and future traffic 
delay  and  disruption  on  the  Chippenham 
transport  network  and  improve  journey  time 
reliability  on  the  A350,  A4,  A420  and  M4 
Junction 17. 

The proposed development can introduce 
measures to the A350 corridor consistent 
with access proposals to improve journey 
time reliability.  

Objective 4: Safeguard the role of the A350 as a 
strategic  route  to  ensure  vehicles,  including 
freight, travel on the most appropriate route. 

The  proposed  development  access 
arrangements  do  not  compromise  the 
strategic  role of  the A350, development 
access is direct to it. 

Objective  5:  Improve  road  safety  for  all 
transport  network  users  and  help  reduce  the 
number of casualties in Chippenham. 

The  proposed  development  access 
strategy  to  the  A350  will  deliver  road 
safety improvements. 

Improving the 
Accessibility 
& 
attractiveness 
of  town 
centre 

Objective 6: Support sustainable access to the 
town  centre,  railway  station,  healthcare 
facilities,  employment,  training  and  social 
opportunities across Chippenham, by delivering 
and  promoting  a  transport  network  which 
makes walking, cycling and  travelling by bus a 
safe and convenient option for shorter distance 
journeys. 

Active travel and public transport will be 
central  in  the  transport  strategy  with 
dedicated corridors connecting to existing 
routes.  A  Travel  Plan  will  be  promoted 
within  the development  that will  reduce 
single occupancy car travel.  

Objective 7: Facilitate and promote convenient 
and  safe  sustainable  transport  (bus  and  rail) 
options for people travelling longer distances to 
the  town,  particularly  for  retail,  leisure  and 
employment purposes, and  to assist  residents 
who need to travel further for employment. 

Existing  public  transport  options  will  be 
promoted  and  improved,  this  will  be 
supported  by  a  Travel  Plan,  key 
employment sites are within walking and 
cycling  distance  of  the  proposed 
development.  

Objective 8: Improve connectivity and manage 
traffic  to  reduce  the  negative  effects  of 
congestion on Chippenham town centre. 

Improvements for active travel and public 
transport will reduce  the need  for single 
occupancy  car  travel and  reduce  vehicle 
traffic pressure on the town centre.   

 
 

As  can  be  seen  in  Table  1  above  the  proposed  development  site  at  Land  west  of  A350 
Chippenham will satisfy the objectives set for the Chippenham Transport Strategy.   
 
The Wiltshire Local Plan recommends reviewed the proposed development against six place 
shaping priorities as can be seen in Table 2. 
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 Table 2  Proposed development site place shaping priorities review – Local Plan  

PSP  Review   Comments  
PSP 1 Employment  Strength   Could  include  employment  land  as  part  of  a  mixed‐use 

development  to enable people  to  live and work  locally. The site 
benefits  from a  location adjacent to A350 which  is an  important 
economic  corridor.  The  A350  is  a  barrier  to  linking  any 
development  with  the  town,  however  this  severance  can  be 
overcome providing opportunities for people to travel to and from 
the site  by foot or bicycle in particular. 

PSP 2 Town Centre   Neutral   The town centre is accessible via the A350/A4 bus services as this 
site is on the western side of the A350. The issue of severance will 
be  addressed  for  pedestrian  and  cyclists  which  will  encourage 
active travel trips to the town centre. There are shops and facilities 
in the Cepen Park, Bumpers Farm, and Bath Road areas which will 
be attractive. 

PSP  3  the  River 
Avon Corridor  

Neutral   The proposed development will not detract from people’s ability 
to access the amenity, nor will the development have a negative 
impact on  the area by bringing and urban development onto  its 
boundary. 

PSP 4 Accessibility   Neutral   The  Site  is  located  adjacent  to  the A4/A350. This  is  a  large  site 
where there  is the space to  include a network of well‐connected 
footpaths and cycleways and connectivity for public transport can 
be  provided.  A  wide  range  of  facilities  are  within  walking  and 
cycling distance. 

PSP  5  New 
Infrastructure  

Strength  The proposal does not require building of new roads and there will 
be  improvements to the A350 to make the route more resilient. 
The development will have no adverse effects on congestion in the 
town centre.  

PSP  6  Surrounding 
Villages  

Strength   The site does not have any effect on villages near to Chippenham 
and their landscape setting.  

 
The proposed development on Land west of A350 Chippenham has been discounted within the 
emerging  Local  Plan  site  selection  process  due  to  PSP  3  and  PSP  5  being  perceived  as 
weaknesses.  
 
The Local Plan review states that PSP 3 is a weakness for the following reason, 
 
‘This site is not located near to the River Avon and therefore does not provide the opportunity 
to improve access to the River Avon valley through Chippenham. It is not applicable.’ 
 
While the site is away from the River Avon Corridor the proposed development will not detract 
from people’s ability to access the amenity, nor will the development have a negative impact 
on  the  area  by  bringing  and  urban  development  onto  its  boundary,  this  site  should  be 
considered to have a neutral impact.  
 
The Local Plan review also states that PSP 5 is a weakness for the following reason 
 
‘The site is located adjacent to the A4/A350. It does not provide any opportunities to provide for 
a more resilient network addressing traffic congestions within the town.’ 
 
The proposed development will be accessed directly onto the A350 and A4 which will provide 
an opportunity to improve the operation and safety of these highway sections. Improving these 
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corridors  will  extract  vehicle  traffic  from  the  town  centre  as  these  routes  become  more 
attractive  to  drive  for  existing  road  users.  This  will  occur  as  the  routes  will  flow  more 
consistently  improving  journey time reliability. By delivering housing without new significant 
off‐site infrastructure will prevent the induced demand brought on by developments which will 
have a positive impact of the wider environment.  
 
Mitigation for severance by the A350 for the development will have an active travel emphasis 
to encourage walking and cycling and reduce the share of people undertaking single occupancy 
vehicle travel. The site should be considered a strength that major new  infrastructure  is not 
required.  

 

5.3 Options Assessment Comparison  

 
5.3.1 Methodology  

There are currently three options for accessing the proposed site. These three options will be 
compared  to  the  three  highest  scoring  zones  for  the  distributor  road.  The  data  that  has 
informed the OAR sift will be used to review the access proposals for Land West of A350. 
 
The strategic case (see section 4.3) will be set out against the objectives identified in the OAR 
sift (Section 4.3.1). The deliverable case (see section 4.3) uses a quantitative scoring system that 
is not fit for another site. The OAR defined its scoring system to help identify the key differences 
between the route options, as a result the grading does not apply to other environments well 
due to their concise nature.  
 
Clarkebond has identified a Red Amber Green (RAG) ‘Traffic Light’ score that will be applied to 
the access proposals for Land West of A350 in comparison to the distributor road as follows: 

 Green  will  be  applied  if  the  proposal  is  an  improvement  on  the  distributor  road 
proposal; 

 Amber will be applied if the case is broadly similar; and  

 Red if the proposal is worse.  

For the purposes of the analysis, Zone one will be compared to the proposed access roundabout 
to  the north of  the site, Zone  two will be compared  to  the proposed access west of Drakes 
Crescent and Zone three will be compared to the access location on the A4. The terminology 
and approach used in the OAR sift has been applied. 
 
 

5.3.2 Results  

 
Northern Access  
 
Strategic Case – The primary access roundabout would unlock  land West of  the A350 which 
currently cannot be accessed. The implementation of this junction will result in queuing at this 
location, this will reduce the pace at which vehicles arrive at associated junctions, alleviating 
pressure.    The  resulting  reduction  of  vehicle  speeds  around  this  location will  enable  safer 
movements between the centre of the development and western Chippenham.  
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This can be considered to fully meet its objectives. In comparison to the strategic case for Zone 
One, Option B, which has considered to fully meet  its objectives, this can be given an amber 
score.  
 
Deliverable  Case  –  The  proposed  access  does  not  come  into  contact  with  any  flood  land, 
significant  biodiversity  or  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of  a  listed  building.  There  are  no 
structural requirements, and the  land  is split between public highways and  land available to 
Bloor Homes. 
 
In comparison to the deliverable case for Zone One – Option B it can be considered green as 
there are no constraints associated with  implementing this access from the available data. A 
summary of the scoring of the objectives can be seen in Table 3 below. 
 
Table 3  Northern Access Options Assessment Comparison   

Objectives   Distributor Road  Land West of A350  RAG Score 

Strategic Case 

Delivery of High Quality Housing   Satisfies objectives  Satisfies objectives  Amber 
Improve Traffic Congestion   Satisfies objectives  Satisfies objectives  Amber 
Provide Good Connectivity   Satisfies objectives  Satisfies objectives  Amber 

Deliverable Case 

Flood Risk and Drainage   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Ecological Impact   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Heritage and Archaeology   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Engineering Assessment   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Land Strategy   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 

 
 
Middle Access  
 
Strategic Case – accessing the site adjacent to Drakes Crescent would unlock land West of the 
A350 which  currently  cannot  be  accessed. Adding more  junctions will  redistribute  queuing 
throughout the network and alleviate pressure from building up in problematic locations. This 
location is proposed to provide a high‐quality connection for pedestrian and cyclists which will 
promote active travel throughout the site, higher levels of active travel will have a compounding 
effect on uptake in the wider area.   
 
This can be considered to fully meet the strategic objectives at this location. In comparison to 
the strategic case for Zone Two  ‐ Options B and C, which  is also considered to fully meet  its 
objectives, this can be given an amber score.  
 
Deliverable Case  –  The  access  location does  not  come  into  contact with  any  flood  land or 
significant biodiversity, it is also not with the immediate vicinity of any listed buildings. There 
are no structural requirements, and the land requirements are a split of public highways and 
land available to Bloor Homes.  
 
In comparison to the deliverable case for Zone Two – Option B and C,  it has scored green as 
there are no constraints associated with  implementing this access from the available data. A 
summary of the scoring of the objectives can be seen in Table 4 below. 
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Table 4  Middle Access Options Assessment Comparison   

Objectives   Distributor Road  Land West of A350  RAG Score 

Strategic Case 

Delivery of High Quality Housing   Satisfies objectives  Satisfies objectives  Amber 
Improve Traffic Congestion   Satisfies objectives  Satisfies objectives  Amber 
Provide Good Connectivity   Satisfies objectives  Satisfies objectives  Amber 

Deliverable Case 

Flood Risk and Drainage   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Ecological Impact   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Heritage and Archaeology   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Engineering Assessment   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Land Strategy   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 

 
 
Southern Access  
 
Strategic Case – Accessing from the A4 Bath Road would unlock land West of the A350 which 
currently cannot be accessed. There is an opportunity to improve the two‐lane roundabout exit 
at Chequers roundabout, the effect would improve traffic flow through the junction. There is 
also  an  opportunity  to  provide  a  high  quality,  iconic  piece  of  cycling  infrastructure  at  this 
location.  
 
This can be considered to fully meet the strategic objectives at this location. In comparison to 
the  strategic  case  for Zone Three, Options B and C, which has  considered  to  fully meet  its 
objectives, this can be given an amber score.  
 
Deliverable Case – This access location does not come into contact with any flood land however 
it  is within 100m of deciduous woodlands south of the A4.  It  is greater than 100m from any 
conservation  area  or  listed  building.  There  are  no  structural  requirements,  and  the  land 
requirements are a split of public highways and land available to Bloor Homes.  
 
In comparison to the deliverable case for Zone Three – Option B and C, it has scored green. Even 
though  there  may  be  a  small  ecological  impact  development  near  a  strip  of  deciduous 
woodland, the area scores highly for other deliverable criteria. A summary of the scoring of the 
objectives can be seen in Table 5 below. 
 
Table 5  Southern Access Options Assessment Comparison   

Objectives   Distributor Road  Land West of A350  RAG Score 

Strategic Case 

Delivery of High Quality Housing   Satisfies objectives  Satisfies objectives  Amber 
Improve Traffic Congestion   Satisfies objectives  Satisfies objectives  Amber 
Provide Good Connectivity   Satisfies objectives  Satisfies objectives  Amber 

Deliverable Case 

Flood Risk and Drainage   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Ecological Impact   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable but complex  Amber 
Heritage and Archaeology   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Engineering Assessment   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
Land Strategy   Deliverable but complex  Deliverable  Green 
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5.3.3 Summary  

 
Table 6 presents a comparison of the sift for the proposed distributor road and the effects of 
development land west of the A350.  
 
Table 6    Options Assessment Comparison 

Land east and south of Chippenham  Land to the west of A350 

Location  Strategic Case  Deliverable 
Case 

Location  Strategic 
Case 

Deliverable 
Case 

Zone  One  – 
Option B 

3  –  satisfies 
objectives  

2  –  deliverable 
but complex  

Northern 
Access 

Satisfies 
objectives 

Deliverable  

Zone  Two  – 
Option B + C  

3  –  satisfies 
objectives  

2  –  deliverable 
but complex 

Middle 
Access  

Satisfies 
objectives 

Deliverable 

Zone Three – 
Option B + C  

3  –  satisfies 
objectives  

2  –  deliverable 
but complex 

Southern 
Access  

Satisfies 
objectives 

Deliverable 

 
Table 6 demonstrates that the proposed development of Land to the west of A350 satisfies the 
strategic objectives equality as highly as the proposed Distributor Road. The Land to the west 
of A350 proposal has been found to be more deliverable across multiple objectives than the 
proposed Distributor Road.     
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6 Summary and Conclusions 

6.1 Proposed Eastern and Southern Distributor Road  

Wiltshire Council have been awarded a £75 million pound grant to improve infrastructure that 
will ensure that funding  is available to contribute towards the cost of delivering  longer‐term 
growth. The grant is proposed to support the delivery of a new distributor road to the east and 
south of Chippenham that will connect to the A350 at the northern ends of the town.  
 
The proposed distributor road to the east and south of Chippenham will unlock land for up to 
7,500 dwellings. While this will go a long way to meeting the needs for housing in Wiltshire it 
has been identified that a large environmental cost will be borne by these developments that 
has been identified in the options assessment for the distributor road. There will be a significant 
funding  shortfall  from  the HIF  funding  to  the  cost of delivering  the  road,  at minimum £18 
million. 
 
Route options for the distributor road have been analysed through two rounds of sifting various 
data sources to identify the optimum route for the road in the Options Assessment Report.  
 

6.2 Proposed Site to the West of A350  

Bloor Homes are proposing a development on the western edge of Chippenham between the 
A350 and the A4 Bath Road.  The site is approximately two miles for the centre of Chippenham, 
although the employment,  leisure, and retail facilities at Bumpers Farm  industrial estate and 
Methuen Park business park are in the immediate vicinity of the site.  
 
New access junctions will be required to serve the development these will include good quality 
public transport, cycling and walking access. Proposals will overcome the severance of the A350 
and offer the opportunity to improve safety and journey time reliability along the A350 corridor. 
The development could include a park and change site with car and cycle parking to maximise 
potential improvements to the A4 bus corridor and a new iconic cycle/pedestrian bridge over 
Chequers Roundabout. The site will provide good connectivity to Corsham which would deliver 
one of the benefits of the distributor road without having to undertake such an infrastructure 
project.  
 
The  proposed  site  is  demonstrated  to  accord  with  local  policy  objectives  for  The  Draft 
Chippenham Transport Strategy and the place shaping priorities of the Wiltshire Local Plan.  
 

6.3 Options Assessment Sift 

Three of the highest scoring zone options for the distributor road have been compared to three 
options for accessing the proposed site west of the A350. A traffic light grading system has been 
applied and this demonstrates that the proposed development access strategy is better than 
the distributor road proposal. 
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6.4 Overall Conclusion 

While Land to the east and south of Chippenham may be developed to deliver improvements 
to the town, the proposed site on land to the west of A350 will be able to deliver an equally 
high‐quality,  if not better, development, without  the  requirements  for a multimillion‐pound 
infrastructure project.  
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Appendix A: Proposed Distributor Road Alignment  
 
   





Best fit option

Contains public sector information licensed under the Open Government Licence v3.0
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Appendix B: Options Assessment Data  
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9.3.2. Deliverability data 
A review of the following data and mapping was undertaken to assess option deliverability using the following 
data sources:  
· Environment 

- Flood data – Figure 9-5. 
- Ecology biodiversity reviews location of known habitat – Figure 9-6. 
- Heritage – Figure 9-7. 

· Engineering 
- Refer to flood data – Figure 9-5. The area of the flood zone is important for determining the size of 

structure required to cross the zone. 
· Land ownership 

- Majority landowners/developers (June 2020) – Figure 9-8. 
 

Figure 9-5 - Option sift 1 - flood data 
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Figure 9-6 - Option sift 1 - biodiversity data 

 
Figure 9-7 - Option Sift 1 - Heritage Data 
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 Title: Initial Flood Risk Review Technical Note 

Date: 26th February 2021 

 

 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Jubb have been appointed by Bloor Homes to provide an initial review of flood risk to support the 

promotion of land to the west of Chippenham in the Wiltshire Local Plan. 

1.2 The subject site is located on the western edge of Chippenham (refer to Figure 1), between the A350 

and the A4 Bath Road. The site is approximately 77Ha in area and is currently used as agricultural fields 

and farmland. The site is bound by the A350 to the east, the A4 Bath Road to the south and adjacent 

agricultural fields to the west and north. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 – Site Location Plan 

1.3 The proposals consist of a mixed-use development of predominately residential uses with a local 

centre, community/ sports hub, school, business hub, transport infrastructure and areas of greenspace 

and landscaping. 

1.4 The proposed site (Ref: 3666) was considered as part of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review – Chippenham 

Development Sites. As part of the site assessment the risk of flooding to the site was reviewed, with 

the site selection report concluding that the flood risk to the site should be considered as Medium. 

1.5 It was considered that the risks to the site include surface water flooding in the north-east region 

adjacent to the A350, groundwater risk was identified as fairly consistent across the site and historic 

flooding which was recorded in the northern region of the site,  

1.6 This technical note explores the primary sources of flooding to the site and identifies any constraints to 

the site, with potential mitigation or management measures recommended where necessary. 

 



 

2.0 Flood Risk Review 

2.1 Fluvial 

2.1.1 The vast majority of the site is identified as lying outside of the fluvial flood risk zone according to the 

Environment Agency’s published floodplain map (refer to Figure 2).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 – Extract from Environment Agency Flood Map for Planning 

2.1.2 The EA flood map indicates that the level of flood risk to this part of the site corresponds to Flood Zone 

1 – Low Probability, this zone has less than a 1 in 1000-year annual probability of river or sea flooding. 

2.1.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Planning Practice Guidance states that all types of 

development are suitable for this flood zone. 

2.1.4 In the southern region of the site, a narrow band of Flood Zone 2 and 3 is shown running along the 

south-west boundary of the site. 

2.1.5 These flood zones are classified as medium probability (Flood Zone 2) which is defined as an area with 

between 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000-year annual probability of river flooding, and high probability (Flood 

Zone 3) which is defined as an area with greater than a 1 in 100-year annual probability of river flooding.  

2.1.6 The Flood Zone 2 and 3 extents are associated with the existing watercourse which runs along the 

south-west boundary of the site. These flood zones are shown contained within the watercourse 

channel and only encroach into the site by a minimal amount. It is proposed that the full extents of the 

development will be located within Flood Zone 1 and therefore be at low risk of fluvial flooding. 

 

2.2 Overland & Surface Water Flooding 

2.2.1 As shown on the EA risk of flooding from surface water map (refer to Figure 3), the site is predominately 

shown as an area at very low risk of overland and surface water flooding. 

2.2.2 In the southern region of the site, a narrow band of flood risk is shown along the existing watercourse 

which runs along the south-western site boundary. 

 



 

2.2.3 In the north-east region of the site, two small isolated areas of low-high risk of flooding are shown 

adjacent to the A350 on the eastern site boundary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Figure 3 – Extract from Environment Agency Flood Risk from Surface Water Map 

2.2.4 It appears that these areas shown at risk of flooding are caused by modelled flows being conveyed to 

localised low points due to the topography of the site. The existing levels of the A350 appear to higher 

than the existing site levels in this area, which appears to result in flows being retained against the 

eastern site boundary as they are prevented from continuing to flow to the east. 

2.2.5 It is anticipated that the development proposals including a new site wide drainage strategy will 

alleviate these areas of flood risk, with run-off from the site collected and conveyed to a suitable point 

of discharge. 

2.2.6 Due to the topography of the site and the surrounding area, the site is protected from overland flooding 

from the north, east and south. To the west, levels of the adjacent fields fall in an easterly direction 

towards the site. However, it is anticipated that flows are intercepted and prevented from impacting 

the site due to the presence of existing drainage ditches which run adjacent to existing lane which 

bounds the site to the east. 

2.2.7 It is therefore considered that flooding from surface water and overland flows does not pose a 

significant risk to the proposed development. 

 

2.3 Flooding from Sewers 

2.3.1 There is a very low risk of flooding from the existing public sewerage infrastructure impacting the 

proposed site due to the location of the existing apparatus and the topography of the surrounding area. 

2.3.2 Wessex Water asset plans confirm there is no existing sewers located within the proposed site. The 

nearest sewers are located to the east of the site within the existing residential areas. 

 



 

2.3.3 In the event of sewer incapacity or blockages occurring to the existing sewer network, flows would be 

conveyed to the east and away from the site due to the topography of the surrounding area and would 

therefore not impact the site.  

 

2.4 Flooding from Groundwater 

2.4.1 As part of the Wiltshire Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) a groundwater flood map was 

produced which identifies the subject site within an area where there is the potential for shallow 

groundwater and consequently within an area where there is a risk of groundwater flooding. 

2.4.2 The SFRA states that the understanding of the risks posed by groundwater flooding is limited and 

mapping of flood risk from groundwater is in its infancy. The SFRA map shows a significant area of west 

Chippenham to be at risk of groundwater flooding, which appears to correlate with the limestone 

bedrock underlying the site and the surrounding area. 

2.4.3 Due to the topography of the site, it is anticipated that groundwater levels will vary across the site with 

shallower groundwater anticipated to be more prevalent in the lower lying areas. No ground 

investigation works have currently been undertaken across the site. However, available borehole data 

undertaken in close proximity to the site, to a depth of 4m below ground level, encountered 

groundwater at a depth of between 2-3mbgl.  

2.4.4 The SFRA also states there are no records of flooding from groundwater occurring within the site or in 

the nearby vicinity. 

2.4.5 Based on this initial information it is considered that flooding from groundwater does not pose a 

significant risk to the development. However, further onsite ground investigation including groundwater 

monitoring should be undertaken across the site to further assess the risk to the site. If shallow 

groundwater is encountered suitable mitigation/ management measures could be considered to limit 

any potential risk of flooding to the site. 

 

2.5 Historic Flooding Events 

2.5.1 The SFRA includes a detailed record and map of historic flooding events in Wiltshire going back as far 

as 1894. The map shows that a narrow section of recorded flood outline is shown in the north-east 

corner of the site. This previous flooding incident appears to have occurred between 1961 – 1970 and is 

associated with the small ordinary watercourse, known as Ladyfield Brook. This watercourse runs 

through the north-east region of the site, from Chiverling’s Farm to the A350, before continuing to the 

south-east and converging with the Pudding Brook. 

2.5.2 The records of historic flooding contained with the SFRA show there was a number of flooding events 

which affected Ladyfield Brook between the 1960’s and 70’s. These recorded events occurred a 

considerable time ago and there are no further records from the mid 70’s onwards of flooding affecting 

the Ladyfield Brook. 

2.5.3 It is therefore considered that since these historic flood events, improvements to flood defences and 

flood mitigation measures in the area have prevented similar flooding events from occurring within the 

site or the surrounding area since. 

 

2.6 Other Sources of Flooding 

2.6.1 No other sources of flood risk have been identified to the proposed site. 

 



 

3.0 Conclusions 

3.1 This initial review of flood risk to the subject site has considered a range of potential sources of flooding 

including fluvial, surface water, overland flows, sewers and groundwater. 

3.2 Historical flooding events have also been investigated to obtain a better understanding of these events 

and the potential implications on the site in the future. 

3.3 It is proposed that the full extents of the development will be located within Flood Zone 1 and therefore 

be at low risk of fluvial flooding. 

3.4 The risk of flooding from other sources including surface water, overland flows, groundwater and 

sewers is considered low. 

3.5 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. 

3.6 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. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Initial Heritage Appraisal (the ‘Appraisal’) is prepared by Turley Heritage on behalf 
of Bloor Homes in relation to Land West of Chippenham (the ‘Appraisal Site’). The 
purpose of the Appraisal is to provide an initial understanding of the significance of 
nearby heritage assets and the key heritage considerations that should be taken into 
consideration in promoting the development of the Appraisal Site. 

1.2 This Appraisal is structured as follows:  

• Section 2 of the report provides an overview of the Appraisal Site and its historic 
development.    

• Section 3 identifies the heritage assets within or proximate to the Appraisal Site 
with potential to be affected.  

• Section 4 provides a broad assessment of the significance and setting of nearby 
heritage assets. 

• Section 5 of the report provides an overview of the relevant heritage legislation, 
national and local planning policy and guidance.  

• Section 6 concludes with key heritage considerations to be taken into 
consideration as part of the emerging proposals.  

1.3 The Appraisal has been prepared using existing published information, initial archival 
research and a search of the Wiltshire and Swindon Historic Environment Record (HER) 
via Heritage Gateway. 
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2. The Appraisal Site 

Context 

2.1 The Appraisal Site (Figure 2.1) consists of a series of agricultural fields that abut the 
western settlement edge of Chippenham and residential area of Frogwell. It is 
separated from the built edge of the settlement by the A350. At the centre of the 
Appraisal Site but outside the red line boundary is Chiverlins House and Farm. 

 

Figure 2.1: Satellite View of the Appraisal Site (2019)1 

Overview of Historic Development 

2.2 The Appraisal Site is partially illustrated on Andrew’s and Dury’s 1773 Map of Wiltshire 
(Figure 2.2) which shows it as consisting of open land set around individual farmsteads 
and manor houses including Cheeveling (later ‘Cheverdens’ and ‘Chiverlins’), Pilsmore 

                                                           
1  Google (2021) Google Earth: Chippenham  
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(later ‘Pipsmore’) and Derrits (later ‘Derriads’). To the north west is the former 
medieval settlement of Sheldon and manor house.  The 18th century is noted as a fairly 
prosperous time for farming in this area, as evidenced by many farmhouses being built 
or rebuilt (including those set out above).2 Farming was mixed with the emphasis on 
stock and dairy and with Wiltshire cheese made in the area.3  

 

Figure 2.2: Andrew’s and Dury’s 1773 Map of Wiltshire4 

2.3 The Appraisal Site is illustrated in more detail on the 1885 Ordnance Survey map 
(Figure 2.3) which shows the aforementioned farmsteads and Mynte Farm to the 
south. With the exception of field boundaries, there are no discernible features within 

                                                           
2  Wiltshire Council (2021) Wiltshire Community History: Chippenham [URL: https://history.wiltshire.gov.uk] 
3  Wiltshire Council (2021) Wiltshire Community History: Chippenham [URL: https://history.wiltshire.gov.uk] 
4  Wiltshire Council (2021) Wiltshire Community History: Chippenham [URL: https://history.wiltshire.gov.uk] 



 

4 

the Appraisal Site. In the surrounding area, the map shows Upper and Lower Sheldon 
(with Sheldon Manor) to the north west, tree plantations to the north (Horse Leaze and 
Vincients Wood), Derriads House with its tree-lined avenue to the east and Corsham 
Court and its parkland to the south west.  

 

Figure 2.3: 1885 Ordnance Survey Map 

2.4 The Appraisal Site formed part of the civil parish of ‘Chippenham Without’ (Figure 2.4) 
which was created by the Local Government Act of 1894, which divided the ancient 
parish of Chippenham into the municipal borough of Chippenham (Chippenham 
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Within) and Chippenham Without.5 Chippenham Without is described as mainly 
comprising farmland to the west of the town”.6 

 

Figure 2.4: 1896 Map of the Civil Parish of Chippenham Without7 

2.5 There are no significant changes to the Appraisal Site or the surrounding area by the 
early 20th century with the only noticeable change is that the grounds around Derriads 
House and Farm now laid out as parkland. Similarly, there were no changes to the 
Appraisal Site or the surrounding area by the 1938 Ordnance Survey map (Figure 2.5).  

                                                           
5  Wiltshire Council (2021) Wiltshire Community History: Chippenham [URL: https://history.wiltshire.gov.uk] 
6  Wiltshire Council (2021) Wiltshire Community History: Chippenham [URL: https://history.wiltshire.gov.uk] 
7  Wiltshire Council (2021) Wiltshire Community History: Chippenham [URL: https://history.wiltshire.gov.uk] 
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Figure 2.5: 1938 Ordnance Survey Map 

2.6 From the mid-20th century onwards, the land to the east side of the Appraisal Site was 
gradually developed as part of the expanding settlement of Chippenham and the 
construction of the A350. This included the redevelopment of the grounds around 
Derriads House and Farm with modern residential development. As found today, the 
Appraisal Site remains as open agricultural fields.  
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3. The Heritage Assets 

3.1 The NPPF (2019) defines a heritage asset as: 

“A building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as having a degree of 
significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage 
interest.”8  

3.2 The setting of a heritage asset is defined by the NPPF as:  

“The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced.  Its extent is not fixed and 
may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of setting may make a 
positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to 
appreciate that significance or may be neutral.”9 

Designated Heritage Assets 
3.3 All designated heritage assets within a 2.5km Study Area from the boundary of the 

Appraisal Site have been identified as illustrated on the Heritage Asset Plan at 
Appendix 1. These include: 

• Listed Buildings; 

• Conservation Areas; 

• Registered Parks and Gardens; and 

• Scheduled Monuments 

3.4 A Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) (Appendix 2) has been prepared based on the 
emerging proposals (built form only) to understand those with potential to be affected 
by future development of the Appraisal Site. As illustrated on the ZTV, the majority are 
unlikely to experience any effects arising from the redevelopment of the Appraisal Site 
due to the following reasons: 

• The nature and scope of the emerging proposals; 

• The proximity of heritage assets to the Appraisal Site; 

• The degree of inter-visibility between the heritage assets and the Appraisal Site 
taking into consideration, for instance, changes in topography as well as 
interposing townscape and landscape features (informed by the ZTV);  

• The significance of the relevant heritage assets and the contribution made by 
their setting including any historic or functional relationships; and 

                                                           
8   MHCLG (2019)  National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – Annex 2: Glossary 

9  MCHLG (2019)  National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – Annex 2: Glossary 
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• The existing residential context that characterises their setting and in which the 
redevelopment of the site would also be experienced. 

3.5 The designated heritage assets with the potential to be affected, as based on the ZTV, 
are set out below and broadly assessed within this report. 

Table 3.1: Designated heritage assets with potential to be affected 

Asset Type and HAP Ref Name Grade Date of Designation 

Listed Building (53) Chiverlins Farmhouse II 09 December 1985 

Listed Building (37) Mynte Farmhouse II 01 August 1986 

Listed Building (38) Cartshed and Loft at 
Mynte Farm 

II 01 August 1986 

Listed Building (324) Barn at Mytne Farmhouse II 01 August 1986 

Listed Building (39) Chequers Farmhouse II 01 August 1986 

Listed Building (40) Old Road Cottage II 01 August 1986 

Listed Building (46) Barn Range at Starveall 
Farm 

II 09 December 1985 

Listed Building (188) Starveall Farmhouse II 09 December 1985 

Listed Building (33) Stowells Farmhouse II 01 August 1986 

Listed Building (60) Sheldon Farmhouse II 09 December 1985 

Registered Park and 
Garden 

Corsham Court II* 01 September 1987 

Scheduled Monument Medieval Settlement of 
Sheldon 

n/a 15 February 1999 

 
Non-Designated Heritage Assets 

3.6 The NPPF identifies that heritage assets include both designated heritage assets and 
assets identified by the local planning authority (including local listing).  

3.7 GPA 2 produced by Historic England (2015) states that:  

“Non-designated heritage assets include those that have been identified in a Historic 
Environment Record, in a local plan, through local listing or during the process of 
considering the application.” 

3.8 A search of the Wiltshire and Swindon Historic Environment Record via Heritage 
Gateway10 in February 2021 has not identified any other buildings/structures in the 
surrounding area which have the potential to be considered non-designated heritage 
assets under Historic England guidance.  

                                                           
10  Heritage Gateway (2021) Wiltshire & Swindon HER [URL: https://www.heritagegateway.org.uk] 
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4. Broad Assessments of Significance  

Significance and Special Interest 

4.1 The NPPF (2019) defines the significance of a heritage asset as:  

“The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage 
interest. That interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. 
Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its 
setting.”11 

Listed Buildings 

4.2 Listed buildings are defined as designated heritage assets that hold architectural or 
historic interest. The principles of selection for listed buildings are published by the 
Department of Digital, Culture, Media and Sport and supported by Historic England’s 
Listing Selection Guides for each building type. 

Scheduled Monuments 

4.3 A Scheduled Monument is defined by the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological 
Areas Act 1979 as any structure, or site of a structure, above or below ground, which is 
considered by the Secretary of State to be of public interest by reason of its historic, 
architectural, traditional, artistic or archaeological importance.  

Registered Parks and Gardens  

4.4 The main purpose of the Register is to identify designed landscapes of special historic 
interest.  Whilst there is no additional statutory protection arising from inclusion on 
the register it is a ‘material consideration’ in the planning process, meaning that 
planning authorities must consider the impact of any proposed development on the 
landscapes’ special character. In considering the potential special historic interest of a 
park or garden the principal overarching consideration is age and rarity. 

4.5 To assist with consideration of potential special historic interest Historic England has 
produced a series of selection guides which set out in more detail the approaches to 
designating designed landscapes.   

Setting 

4.6 The NPPF (2019) defines the setting of a heritage asset as: 

“The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and 
may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a 
positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to 
appreciate that significance or may be neutral.” 

                                                           
11  MHCLG (2019) National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – Annex 2: Glossary  
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4.7 Historic England has published guidance12 in respect of the setting of heritage assets, 
providing detail on understanding setting and the associated assessment of the impact 
of any changes.  The guidance confirms that setting is not a heritage asset, nor a 
heritage designation, rather its importance lies in what it contributes to the 
significance of the relevant heritage asset itself.  

Assessments 

4.8 The following broad assessments of significance have been prepared using existing 
published information, initial archival research and a search of the Wiltshire HER. 

Chiverlins Farmhouse (Grade II Listed) 

Summary of Significance and Setting 
4.9 Chiverlins holds significance as a mid-18th century farmhouse (with earlier origins) 

designed in a broadly symmetrical composition of two storeys with projecting porch 
and consistent window openings. It is constructed from rubble stone with rough render 
and a stone tile roof. The building is decorated with moulded stone surrounds and 
ashlar pediment to the porch and projecting chimneystacks.  

4.10 The setting of Chiverlins Farmhouse is defined to the immediate north, west and east 
by a tree plantation and a large pond, noted as a ‘moat’ on historic maps but sources13 
indicate this was not likely. To the south are modern agricultural buildings and a 
modern residential building The surrounding area consists of open agricultural fields 
(forming the Appraisal Site). The listed building is primarily experienced from its 
immediate south (the lane and two fields to the south) where the farmhouse and its 
context and historic use is appreciable. Due to topography, intervening buildings and 
tree plantation, the listed building is not readily experienced from the remainder of the 
surrounding area.  

Contribution made by the Appraisal Site to Significance 
4.11 The Appraisal Site principally consists of open agricultural fields which surround the 

listed building. Initial research suggests that parts of the Appraisal Site may have 
originally had a visual, functional and historic relationship with the listed building, 
forming part of its original agricultural landholdings. This relationship remains extant 
with the Appraisal Site still in use as agricultural fields and contributes towards the 
significance of the listed building. 

4.12 The agricultural fields to the west and east, and to a lesser extent south of the 
Appraisal Site emphasise the former rural character of the farmstead and allow for an 
understanding of its role and function as a traditional farmstead.  The extent of mature 
trees to the north limits the visual relationship between the northern part of the 
Appraisal Site and the listed building.  

                                                           
12  Historic England (2017) Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets 
13  Historic England (2021) Pastscape: Chiverlins Farmhouse (Monument No: 208402) 
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Mynte Farmhouse (Grade II Listed), Barn (Grade II Listed) and Cartshed and 
Loft (Grade II Listed) 

Summary of Significance and Setting 
4.13 The listed building holds significance as a mid-18th century farmhouse (with 17th 

century origins and later 19th century additions) designed in an asymmetrical 
composition of two storeys, in an L-shaped plan, with a mix of architectural details 
including mullioned windows, gables and large chimneystacks. It is constructed from 
rubble stone with rough render, ashlar dressings and a stone tile roof.  

4.14 Both the Barn at Mynte Farm and the Cartshed and Loft are of significance as early 19th 
century agricultural buildings constructed from rubble stone with rough render, ashlar 
dressings and a stone tile roof. Both buildings are two storeys and include various 
details such as gables, arched openings and doorways. The Cartshed and Loft are noted 
in the list entry14 as being included for group value.  

4.15 The setting of the listed buildings is largely defined by the road to the south, Bath Road 
to the east and a small brook/river to the north. The surrounding area largely consists 
of open fields, concealed or filtered by trees and planting with the topography rising to 
the north and south. They are collectively experienced from the road where their 
relationship and group value with one another is best appreciated. The mature trees 
and planting forms a backdrop to the building in views from the south. They are largely 
screened from view to the east by Chequers Farmhouse and west by mature planting.  

Contribution made by the Appraisal Site to Significance 
4.16 The Appraisal Site forms part of the wider agricultural context of the listed buildings 

but is not readily appreciable due to the topography of the land and existing mature 
planting. There is therefore a limited visual relationship. There are no known historic or 
functional associations between the listed buildings and the Appraisal Site.  

Chequers Farmhouse (Grade II Listed) 

Summary of Significance and Setting 
4.17 Chequers holds significance as an early 19th century farmhouse of two storeys 

constructed from limewashed rubble stone and a stone tile roof. There is a consistent 
and ordered arrangement to the windows and doors on the principal elevation.  The 
building is decorated with simple detailing including stone surrounds and a projecting 
overlight. To the rear is an L-shaped rear wing dating from the late 19th century.  

4.18 The setting of the listed building is defined by Mytne Farmhouse (and associated 
buildings) to the west, the road to the south, Bath Road to the east and a small 
brook/river to the north. The surrounding area largely consists of open fields, largely 
concealed by trees and planting with the topography rising to the north and south. 
Chequers Farmhouse is primarily and directly experienced from Bath Road where it’s 
architectural detailing and group value with other buildings and structures. Due to the 
topography, intervening planting and the orientation of the roads, there are limited 
areas in which to experience the listed building.  

                                                           
14  Historic England (1986) List Entry for the Cartshed and Loft 
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Contribution made by the Appraisal Site to Significance 
4.19 The Appraisal Site forms part of the wider agricultural context of the listed building but 

is not readily appreciable due to the topography of the land and existing mature 
planting. There is therefore a limited visual relationship. There also does not appear to 
be any known historic or functional associations between the listed buildings and the 
Appraisal Site.  

Old Road Cottage (Grade II Listed) 

Summary of Significance and Setting 
4.20 Old Road Cottage holds significance as a late 17th century farmhouse of two storeys 

constructed from rubble stone and a stone tile roof with end wall stacks. The building 
is double fronted with recessed ovolo-moulded mullion windows and hoodmoulds.  
The roof includes two gabled dormers. To one side is a rear wing with similar window 
and hoodmould detailing. 

4.21 The setting of the listed building is characterised by its domestic garden enclosed by 
mature hedgerows and trees. In the surrounding area are open agricultural fields to 
the north, east and south. To the west is Corsham Court Registered Park and Garden. 
The building is primarily experienced in views from the private lane it fronts with the 
wider area to the north forming part of the backdrop, including the Appraisal Site.  Due 
to the extent of mature trees and the topography of the land, there are limited views 
of the building from the surrounding area.  

Contribution made by the Appraisal Site to Significance 
4.22 The Appraisal Site forms part of the wider agricultural context of the listed building and 

is partially experienced in glimpsed and filtered views from the south.  The site 
reinforces the rural character of the listed building and makes a contribution towards 
its significance as an isolated farmhouse.  There are no known historic or functional 
associations between the site and the listed building.  

Stowells Farmhouse (Grade II Listed) 

Summary of Significance and Setting 
4.23 Stowells Farmhouse holds significance as a late 18th century farmhouse constructed 

from rubble stone and a stone tile roof with end wall stacks. It is two storeys with 
mullion windows and decorated with flush ashlar quoining, first floor banding and two 
hipped dormers. The south west corner includes a stone inscribed ‘TR 1774’.  

4.24 The setting of the listed building is characterised by its domestic garden to the west 
(enclosed by mature planting) and modern and traditional agricultural buildings to the 
east.  It is partially setback from the road to the south east and overlooks open 
agricultural fields, beyond which are the Appraisal Site and the edge of Chippenham. In 
the surrounding area are open agricultural fields to all sides. The building is primarily 
experienced in views from the road to the west where its function as a farmhouse, its 
architectural detailing and grouping with outbuildings can be appreciated together. 
Due to the raised topography of the land and open character of the field in front, the 
building has increased prominence from the south east.  
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Contribution made by the Appraisal Site to Significance 
4.25 The Appraisal Site forms part of the wider agricultural context of the listed building and 

is partially experienced in glimpsed and filtered views from the south, away from 
Stowells Farmhouse.  The site reinforces the rural character of the listed building and 
makes a contribution towards its significance as an isolated farmhouse.  There are no 
known historic or functional associations between the site and the listed building.  

Starveall Farmhouse (Grade II Listed) and Barn Range (Grade II Listed) 

Summary of Significance and Setting 
4.26 Starveall Farmhouse holds significance as an early 18th century farmhouse constructed 

from rubble stone and a stone tile roof with tall end wall stacks of ashlar. It is two 
storeys with three bays mullion windows and decorated with flush ashlar quoining (to 
front only) and stopped cyma-moulded stone mullion windows, dripstones and stone 
porch. The Barn Range at Starveall Farmhouse is of the same date and constructed 
utilising the same materials. It is decorated with flush quoins and projecting east side 
gabled cart entry with sundial finial. The list entry notes that the open-bay range to the 
east is ‘not of special interest’.15 

4.27 The setting of the listed buildings is characterised by a domestic garden to the front 
and side and a more informal courtyard to the north, enclosed by the barn range. It is 
set back from Chippenham Lane with a boundary wall and tall mature planting which 
screens much of the building. The surrounding area largely consists of open fields, 
largely concealed by mature hedgerows to the south. They are collectively experienced 
from within the eastern side of Chippenham Lane where their relationship and group 
value with one another is best appreciated. Their architectural detailing is experienced 
in more close range views from within the private garden. 

Contribution made by the Appraisal Site to Significance 
4.28 As with others, the Appraisal Site forms part of the wider agricultural context of the 

listed building but is not readily appreciable due to the extent of intervening planting 
to Chippenham Lane and the enclosed character and setting of the listed building. 
There is a limited visual relationship between the site and Starveall Farmhouse. There 
are no known historic or functional associations between the listed buildings and the 
Appraisal Site.  

Sheldon Farmhouse (Grade II Listed) 

Summary of Significance and Setting 
4.29 Sheldon Farmhouse holds significance as a late 18th century farmhouse constructed 

from rubble stone and a stone tile roof with end wall stacks to both the main house 
and southern extension. It is two storeys (with attic) with a double fronted elevation 
with chamfered moulded window surrounds to each floor and central moulded flush 
doorcase with 6-panel door. The front doorcase has an inscription of ‘1785’ and an 
Ashlar Tudor-style gabled porch dated 1860 with Methuen arms.  The list entry notes 
that later extensions are ‘not of special interest’.16 

                                                           
15  Historic England (1985) List Entry for the Barn Range at Starveall Farmhouse 
16  Historic England (XXXX) List Entry for Sheldon Farmhouse 
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4.30 The setting of the listed building is defined by its domestic garden to the south east 
(enclosed by mature planting) and modern and traditional agricultural buildings to the 
south west, north west and north east. In the surrounding area are open agricultural 
fields to the west, south and east. To the north is Sheldon Manor (Grade I Listed) and 
its Registered Park and Garden (Grade II). The building is primarily experienced from 
within its immediate grounds where its function as a farmhouse, its architectural 
detailing and grouping with outbuildings can be appreciated together. There are 
glimpsed and kinetic views of the farmhouse along the tree-lined avenue from the 
south east.   

Contribution made by the Appraisal Site to Significance 
4.31 The Appraisal Site forms part of the wider agricultural context of the listed building but 

is not readily appreciable due to the distance, extent of intervening planting and 
buildings and the enclosed character and setting of the listed building. There is a 
limited visual relationship between the site and Sheldon Farmhouse. There are no 
known historic or functional associations between the listed buildings and the 
Appraisal Site.  

Corsham Court Registered Park and Garden (Grade II* Listed) 

Summary of Significance and Setting 
4.32 Corsham Court Registered Park and Garden consists of a predominantly mid-18th 

century parkland associated with the country house known as Corsham Court (Grade I 
Listed), which both have earlier medieval origins. It occupies approximately 188 
hectares and is situated immediately to the east of the town of Corsham. The park is 
bounded by the A4 between Bath and Chippenham to the north and farmland to the 
east.  

4.33 The significance of the parkland is derived from its medieval origins and connections 
with Corsham Court and its designs by Lancelot Capability Brown in c.1760 and later by 
Humphrey Repton in c.1800. In the 19th century, the parkland was extended to the 
north of the A4 but has since returned to farmland. There are numerous approaches to 
the house, principally via Corsham village, Mynte’s Wood to the east and Lacock Road 
to the south. The pleasure grounds are situated immediately around the house with 
the remainder of the parkland separated by a ha-ha. The parkland to the north east, 
closest to the Appraisal Site, is less-sensitive due to later alterations and the diversion 
of Bath Road in the 19th century.  

Contribution made by the Appraisal Site to Significance 
4.34 The Appraisal Site forms part of the wider agricultural context of the registered park 

garden and is partially experienced in glimpsed and filtered views from limited areas to 
the north east corner of the park. The site forms part of the wider verdant and 
agricultural character of the park albeit this is limited by intervening buildings and 
mature planting. The appreciation from this area is partially diminished by later 
changes to the parkland and noise of the A4. There are no known historic or functional 
associations between the site and the registered park and garden. 
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Medieval Settlement at Sheldon Scheduled Monument 

Summary of Significance and Setting 
4.35 The medieval settlement at Sheldon is situated on a south east facing slope to the west 

of Sheldon Manor affording views over the low lying clay vale towards Salisbury Plain. 
The scheduling entry notes that it is “linear in plan and two distinct centres of 
occupation can be identified”. The medieval village is well preserved and is a good 
example of its type displaying particularly diverse and well defined features. It does not 
seem to have been ploughed since the village disappeared.  

4.36 The setting of the medieval settlement is defined by Sheldon Wood, Sheldon Manor 
and the surrounding agricultural fields. The rural setting of the asset has a resonance 
with the former character of the setting of the settlement. 

Contribution made by the Appraisal Site to Significance 
4.37 The northern part of the Appraisal Site makes a minor contribution to the scheduled 

monument by being part of the open and rural landscape in which the site is 
experienced. It does not however make a discernible contribution to an understanding 
of the medieval settlement with the exception of its rural location. The remainder of 
the site makes no contribution to the significance of the scheduled monument. 
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5. Overview of Heritage Legislation, Planning 
Policy and Guidance 

5.1 Below is an overview of the relevant heritage legislation, national and local planning 
policy and guidance.  

Legislation 

5.2 Under Section 66 of The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, 
the Local Planning Authority, in considering whether to grant planning permission for 
development which affects a listed building or its setting, has a statutory duty to have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features 
of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.  

5.3 Case law has confirmed that Parliament’s intention in enacting section 66(1) was that 
decision-makers should give “considerable importance and weight” to the desirability 
of preserving the special interest and setting of listed buildings, where “preserve” 
means to “to do no harm”. The presumption is therefore that development proposals 
should not give rise to harm to the special interest of a listed building.  

National Planning Policy 

5.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019) requires that great weight is 
given to the conservation of designated heritage assets and this reflects the statutory 
duty of the 1990 Act with respect to listed buildings and conservation areas. 
Conservation is defined by the NPPF as the process of maintaining and managing 
change to heritage assets in ways that sustain and where appropriate, enhance their 
significance. 

5.5 Paragraph 192 of the NPPF elaborates that local planning authorities should take 
account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage 
assets, putting them into viable uses consistent with their conservation, as well as the 
desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness. 

5.6 Paragraph 193 requires when considering the impact of a Proposed Development on 
the significance of a designated heritage asset, that great weight should be given to the 
asset’s conservation and the more important the asset, the greater that weight should 
be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage 
asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm 
or loss requires clear and convincing justification.  

5.7 Paragraph 195 states that where a Proposed Development will lead to substantial harm 
to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities 
should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm and or 
loss is necessary to achieve substantial benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all 
of the following apply:  
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• “the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and 

• no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term 
through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and 

• conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or public ownership is 
demonstrably not possible; and 

• the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use” 

5.8 Paragraph 196 requires that where a development proposal will lead to less than 
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum 
viable use. 

5.9 Paragraph 200 requires local planning authorities to look for opportunities for new 
development within the setting of heritage assets to better reveal their significance. 
With respect to setting, the NPPF notes that proposals that preserve those elements of 
setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the 
asset should be treated favourably. 

National Guidance 

5.10 Historic England has published guidance ‘Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of 
Heritage Assets (2017)’ which provides detail on understanding setting and the 
associated assessment of the impact of any changes.  The guidance confirms that 
setting is not a heritage asset, nor a heritage designation, rather its importance lies in 
what it contributes to the significance of the relevant heritage asset itself.17 

5.11 The guidance also notes that where the significance of a heritage asset has been 
compromised in the past, by unsympathetic development affecting its setting, 
consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract 
from, or can enhance, the significance of the asset. Furthermore, it states that: 
“Negative change could include severing the last link between an asset and its original 
setting”.18 

5.12 Historic England identifies various options for reducing the harm arising from a 
development. This can include the relocation of a development, changes to its design 
and the creation of effective long-term visual screening. Historic England further state 
that good design may reduce or remove the harm, or provide enhancement, and that 
design quality may be the main consideration in determining the balance of harm and 
benefits.19  

5.13 Whilst not planning policy, national Planning Practice Guidance (2019) provides a clear 
indication of the Government’s approach to the application of national policy 

                                                           
17  Historic England (2017) Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets 
18  Historic England (2017) Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets 
19  Historic England (2017) Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets 
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contained in the NPPF. Where there is conflict between the guidance in the PPG and 
earlier documents the PPG will take precedence. 

Local Planning Policy 

5.14 The Wiltshire Core Strategy Development Plan Document was formally adopted by 
Wiltshire Council on 20 January 2015. The Core Strategy contains a series of area 
strategies for each of the community areas of Wiltshire. In relation to the historic 
environment, Core Policy 58 states that: 

“Development should protect, conserve and where possible enhance the historic 
environment.  

Designated heritage assets and their settings will be conserved, and where appropriate 
enhanced in a manner appropriate to their significance, including: 

i. nationally significant archaeological remains 

ii. World Heritage Sites within and adjacent to Wiltshire 

iii. buildings and structures of special architectural or historic interest 

iv. the special character or appearance of conservation areas 

v. historic parks and gardens 

vi. important landscapes, including registered battlefields and townscapes. 

Distinctive elements of Wiltshire’s historic environment, including non-designated 
heritage assets, which contribute to a sense of local character and identity will be 
conserved, and where possible enhanced. The potential contribution of these heritage 
assets towards wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits will also be 
utilised where this can be delivered in a sensitive and appropriate manner in 
accordance with Core Policy 57 (Ensuring High Quality Design and Place Shaping).”
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6. Key Heritage Considerations 

6.1 We would recommend the following key heritage considerations and design advice in 
developing emerging proposals for the Appraisal Site. It has been informed by the ZTV 
(Appendix 2) which assumes a ‘worst case scenario’ with maximum building heights, 
maximum developable areas and no proposed planting or mitigation (such as the 
proposed woodland). 

Chiverlins Farmhouse 

6.2 As set out within this report, initial research indicates that parts of the Appraisal Site 
have been in agricultural use since at least mid-18th century, linked to the grade II listed 
Chiverlins Farmhouse. A visual, functional and historic connection remains between 
parts of the site and the listed building. Based on the red line boundary, a large area of 
open space is to be retained to the south of the listed building which will assist in 
maintaining those elements of setting which contribute towards its significance. This 
open space would allow for a sense of openness, the agricultural character and the 
functional relationship between the farmhouse and the land to remain legible. It would 
also allow for the key views from the south to remain.   

6.3 The redevelopment of the Appraisal Site will undoubtedly change the wider 
agricultural and rural character of the setting of the listed building and has the 
potential to reduce the ability to experience the former functional and historic 
relationship of the buildings with the surrounding agricultural land. The development 
of the Appraisal Site therefore has the potential to cause a level of harm to the 
significance and special interest of the listed building. Any harm is likely to be ‘less than 
substantial’ and would need to be weighed against the public benefits of any future 
scheme, bearing in mind the considerable importance and weight to be applied to the 
statutory duty of the 1990 Act. 

6.4 As advocated by Historic England20, this harm could be mitigated through good site 
design such as new tree planting to the boundaries of the Appraisal Site to filter and 
screen views towards new development. This could also include strengthening existing 
areas of planting. Any redevelopment should consider the use of bunding if it responds 
to the existing topography and doesn’t appear overly engineered and ‘man made’. The 
extent of developable area around the listed building could be explored further 
through the preparation of sections and wireframes to enable clearer understanding of 
the visual impact of the scheme from key views in the surrounding area. 

6.5 Where less than substantial harm is identified, Paragraph 196 of the NPPF requires that 
this should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. PPG confirms that 
public benefits may follow from many developments and could be anything that 
delivers economic, social or environmental progress as described in the NPPF. Public 
benefits should flow from the proposals. They should be of a nature or scale to be of 
benefit to the public at large and should not just be a private benefit. Benefits do not 

                                                           
20  Historic England (2015) Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets 
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always have to be visible or accessible to the public in order to be genuine public 
benefits and may include heritage benefits. 

Corsham Court Registered Park and Garden 

6.6 As described at Section 4, the north eastern corner of the Corsham Court Registered 
Park and Garden is of lesser interest when compared to the other aspects of the park 
(pleasure grounds, lake, tree avenues etc.) and has been subject to alteration. The ZTV 
indicates that built form may be visible from limited areas to the north eastern corner 
of the park. This has the potential to urbanise, to a minor degree, this part of the wider 
setting of the registered park and garden.  

6.7 The introduction of planting and an appropriate landscape buffer to the southern 
boundaries of the Appraisal Site would screen any views of emerging proposals. The 
development of the site has the ability to sustain the significance of the Corsham Court 
Registered Park and Garden. 

Medieval Settlement of Sheldon Scheduled Monument 

6.8 The Medieval Settlement of Shelton Scheduled Monument is located to the north west 
of the Appraisal Site and its setting is largely characterised by tree plantations, open 
agricultural fields and the collection of buildings around Sheldon Manor. These all 
contribute to the significance of the scheduled monument. The ZTV indicates that built 
form may be visible in a number of views from the south of the scheduled monument 
due to the open nature of the site and the topography of the land. The development 
has the potential to urbanise, to a minor degree, the wider setting of the scheduled 
monument. 

6.9 The introduction of planting and an appropriate landscape buffer to the north western 
boundaries of the Appraisal Site (such as the proposed woodland planting) could 
screen views of emerging proposals. The development therefore has the ability to 
sustain the significance of the Medieval Settlement of Shelton Scheduled Monument. 

Other Listed Buildings  

6.10 As set out earlier, the Appraisal Site forms part of the wider agricultural setting of 
numerous listed farmhouses in the surrounding area. Research has not identified any 
known historic or functional connections between these listed buildings and the 
Appraisal Site. From reviewing the ZTV (Appendix 2), it is anticipated that the 
redevelopment of the Appraisal Site has the potential to be visible and could urbanise, 
to a minor degree, the wider setting of these heritage assets. This will be in views from 
the listed buildings or views alongside them. In some cases, this could result in a minor 
harmful effect upon their significance.  

6.11 Any potential harmful effect could be mitigated/avoided through planting and an 
appropriate landscape buffer to the relevant boundaries of the Appraisal Site. The 
extent of proposed planting and appropriate landscape buffers to the boundaries of 
the Appraisal Site could be explored further through the preparation of sections and 
wireframes to enable a clearer understanding of the visual impact of the scheme from 
key views in the surrounding area and appropriate mitigation approaches. 
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Summary 

6.12 In summary, the redevelopment of the Appraisal Site has the potential to sustain the 
significance and setting of the majority of designated heritage assets within the 
surrounding area, subject to suitable mitigation measures such as planting and height 
of built form.  

6.13 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. Whilst this can be minimised, it is likely that any residual 
harm would be ‘less than substantial’ and would need to be considered and weighed in 
the wider planning balance.  
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Appendix 1: Heritage Asset Plan 
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Appendix 2: Zone of Theoretical Visibility
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Dear Sir/Madam  

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE WILTSHIRE LOCAL PLAN REVIEW CONSULTATION 

MARCH 2021  

 

On behalf of our client Langley Properties Limited (LPL), we write to submit representations to the Wiltshire 

Local Plan Review (the WLPR) which comprises the ‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’ consultation document (ESS) 

and the Planning for Chippenham (PFC) consultation document. 

We set out below the background and context to this submission, before setting out our client’s response to 

specific elements of the WLPR. 

Background and context 

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. (see site location plan at Appendix A). 

The Site lies within the urban area of Chippenham, approximately 0.5km north west of the town centre and is 

bordered by houses on its western and northern boundaries, the Siemens complex of buildings and car parks 

to the east , and to the south by an Aldi store, Travelodge Hotel, 22 residential units under construction, beyond 

which is the railway line. Chippenham Railway Station and station car park.    

The Site comprises previously developed land made up of offices, industrial buildings and areas used for car 

parking and hardstanding. On the western boundary of this part of the Site are homes on Hawthorn Road and 

Tugela Road which lie within the Chippenham Conservation Area, however none of the Site is within the 

Chippenham Conservation Area. 

The main accesses to the Site are from Westinghouse Way in the north and Foundry Lane in the south and 

Langley Park Way provides a north to south route through the Site. The accesses from Hawthorn Road and 

Tugela Road are gated and fenced off. 
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The site is strategically located within 4 miles of Junction 17 of the M4 motorway. It has a direct connection 

onto the A420 Bristol Road (main route into Bristol from Chippenham) and to the west to the A4 linking 

Chippenham to Bath. The Site is located next to Chippenham Railway Station and is on the main line providing 

services to London, Wales and the South West. 

The Site is well served by buses with the nearest bus stop located on Langley Road, 100m from the entrance 

to Langley Park, which is the 44B Chippenham Town bus route. Several other bus stops are located within a 

short walk from the Site serving both local and town routes and more long-distance routes to centres such as 

Bath and Bristol, including the 35/35A, 91 and 635 services. 

The wider Langley Park Site has a long and complex planning history; however, the following provides an 

overview of the recent history:  

Outline planning permission (16/03515/OUT) was granted on 11 January 2017 for the following: 

“Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment to provide up to 400 units (C3); a 69 bed hotel (C1) with 

café (A3) up to 100 sqm; discount foodstore (A1) of up to 1,741 sqm; B1, B2 & B8 floorspace (up to 13,656 

sqm) and highway improvements to the little George and the B4069/Pew Hill junctions with all matters (except 

access) reserved”. 

An Aldi foodstore and a Travelodge Hotel were the subject of separate planning approvals (refs: 16/04269/FUL 

& 16/04272/FUL) and were completed in 2019. The Travelodge Hotel approval included the construction of 22 

apartments, and these are currently under construction by Crest Nicholson. 

In December 2019 a reserved matters application was submitted for the remaining residential development of 

the site pursuant to outline planning permission (16/03515/OUT). This reserved matters application (ref: 

19/12100/REM) provides the details for 333 dwellings on the site and is currently under determination.  

It is evident that the residential element of Langley Park is an important brownfield regeneration scheme in 

Chippenham town centre.  

Emerging Spatial Strategy (ESS) 

Chippenham is identified as a principal settlement along with Salisbury and Trowbridge within the draft ESS. 

Principal Settlements are the primary focus for development and will provide significant levels of jobs and 

homes. 

Section 2 of the ESS deals with Growth and Climate Change and confirms that the aim is to focus growth on 

the main settlements and in particular the largest settlements, including Chippenham. Focusing new 

development within the County’s main settlements reduces carbon in different ways, including: 

• making best use of existing infrastructure; 

• better supporting existing businesses; 

• reducing the need to travel and supporting active means of travel (walking and cycling); and  

• providing opportunities to design new neighbourhoods for renewable energy supply. 

Paragraph 2.4 explains that maximising development that reuses previously developed land and limits the loss 

of countryside wherever possible remains a priority.  

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. 
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The aims and priorities detailed in Section 2 of the ESS are in line with the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF). Paragraph 117 of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should promote an effective 

use of land in meeting the need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment. 

Strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that 

makes as much use as possible of previously developed or ‘brownfield’ land.  

Paragraph 118 of the NPPF states that planning policies should give substantial weight to the value of using 

brownfield land within settlements for homes and other identified needs and should promote and support the 

development of under-utilised land and buildings. 

The local housing need for the Wiltshire housing market areas is set out at paragraph 2.17 of the ESS and it 

is identified that the housing need for Chippenham is between 17,410 (Standard Method) and 20,400 (Local 

Housing Needs Assessment) additional dwellings over the period 2016-2036. At paragraph 2.24 it is confirmed 

that the interim sustainability appraisal concluded that there are no adverse effects of such significance that 

would prevent the higher housing need figure being progressed. It is also confirmed that the higher level would 

be more robust when planning for the longer term and does more to meet national and local needs for more 

homes. The higher level has been taken forward as the basis for developing the emerging spatial strategy. 

This is approach is fully supported by LPL since it assists with the aim set out in the NPPF that plans should 

be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable (paragraph 16).    

The three alternative development strategies for the Chippenham housing market area that were tested 

through the Sustainability Appraisal are set out on page 12 of the ESS. These are as follows: 

• Chippenham A (CH-A) – Roll forward the core strategy pattern of distribution – Housing and 

employment land requirements are increased and distributed pro-rata to roll forward the current 

strategy. New employment allocations proposed only at Calne, Corsham and Melksham; 

 

• Chippenham B (CH-B) – Chippenham Expanded Community – More constrained settlements 

(Corsham, Clane, Devizes and Malmsbury) and Melksham continue at Core Strategy rates of housing 

growth. Rest of the HMA at a scale equivalent to rolling forward the strategy. Chippenham receives 

the balance (from about 6,400 homes in CH-A to about 9,800 homes). New employment allocations 

proposed only at Chippenham and Calne; and  

 

• Chippenham C (CH-C) – Melksham Focus Housing requirements based on economic forecast for 

Melksham and follow a recent track record of sustained economic growth (for housing this means from 

about 3,200 homes in CH-A to about 4,000 homes). Higher rates are also proposed in the rest of the 

HMA. The strategy diverts the scale of new housing away from the main settlements that are more 

environmentally constrained or sensitive (Calne, Corsham, Devizes and Malmesbury). The rate of 

development at Chippenham represents a mid-point between rolling forward the current strategy 

uncapped, and a higher growth option (CH-B) New employment land proposed only at Melksham and 

Corsham. 

Whilst it is recognised that the emerging spatial strategy is not simply a choice of one of these alternatives, at 

paragraph 3.3 of the consultation document, it is concluded that of the alternates, the Chippenham Expanded 

Community (Chippenham B) development strategy performed best in sustainability terms. The emerging 

strategy therefore has a strong focus on growth at Chippenham. This is approach is fully supported by LPL.   

The consultation document (paragraph 3.37) confirms that a focus on Chippenham provides opportunities on 

a scale to design new neighbourhoods which incorporate renewable energy, provide alternatives to the private 

car and make the best use of existing infrastructure. Employment evidence points to substantial intertest and 



 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE WILTSHIRE LOCAL PLAN REVIEW CONSULTATION MARCH 2021 Page 4 of 5 
5522266v1 

 

good prospects for the town’s economy to grow and growing local spending will help the town centre to serve 

its local community.  

Whilst it is acknowledged that the scale of growth may need to be accommodated as a large urban extension, 

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.      

LPL strongly support the Chippenham B (CH-B) – Chippenham Expanded Community, spatial development 

strategy. Chippenham is best placed to accommodate the sustainable, growth required.    

Planning for Chippenham (PFC)            

The Planning for Chippenham (PFC) consultation document sets out some detail and asks some fundamental 

questions on how Chippenham could grow over the next 15 years.  

Scale of growth  

Paragraph 11 confirms that when the number of homes built and in the pipeline is deducted it leaves a  further 

5,100 homes to be accommodated up until 2036. Paragraph 13 states that the need for development land 

should be met as far as possible on brownfield sites in order to help minimise the loss of greenfield land. The 

Council suggests that a target of 240 homes could be built in Chippenham on brownfield sites over the next 

10 years.   

At paragraph 16 it is acknowledged that planning positively for brownfield sites, can work alongside allocations 

of greenfield land.   

Consultation Question CP1 – What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should they be higher or lower? 

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 the 

consultation document, positive planning for brownfield sites can work alongside the allocations of greenfield 

land that will be required to meet the identified growth strategy.   

Place Shaping Priorities 

The Local Plan will contain a set of place shaping priorities for each main settlement. These will form the basis 

for an overarching planning policy for Chippenham that will guide development and the direction of growth. 

The Council is seeking views on the draft priorities for Chippenham, which include the following:  

• Improving the resilience of the town centre by – continuing to make improvements to Chippenham 

Railway Station and Cocklebury Road area to attract inward investment to this area; and  

• 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.   

Consultation Question CP2 - Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 

LPL supports the draft place shaping priorities for Chippenham since they are positive and a core element of 

them is aimed at improving the resilience of the town centre, which is essential for the continued sustainable 

development of the town. This priority is best achieved by focussing on the sustainable development of 

previously developed land within the urban area.  
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Potential Development Sites  

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.   

LPL wish to be kept informed of the future stages of the Local Plan review and will continue to play an active 

role in the regeneration of Chippenham.  

Please do let me know if you require any further information to assist.  

 

Yours faithfully 
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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 
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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 Site Option 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: 

1  Introduction  
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• 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 
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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. 
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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 The Provision of Housing 
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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. 
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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 
 

Marcus Plaw
Have amended sentence.
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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. 
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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: 
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“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. 
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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 

4  Abbeyfield (Land East of Chippenham) 
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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. 

C2020 Baseline Landscape and Concept  

 

4.8 Set against the Council’s Design Principles within the WLPR document ‘Planning for Chippenham’, 

C2020’s has gathered evidence to support a landscape-led scheme layout. Whilst conceptual, its 
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background evidence aligns well to the Planning for Chippenham Design principles in delivering 

development in the best location to help meet identified growth requirements in terms of landscape 

and sustainability.   

Landscape   

4.9 Work undertaken by Define and presented here had two key objectives: (i) provide up-to-date and 

robust baseline assessment of the landscape and visual values and sensitivities of Area 1 (with their 

work extending to a wider area to inform its context); and (ii) to establish a landscape-led design 

approach to illustrate how the amount of development, as identified in the WLPR Draft Framework 

Plan for Area 1, can be delivered in a way that assimilates most successfully into the local landscape, 

whilst promoting the most sustainable form of development. 

4.10 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. 

4.11 An Illustrative Landscape / Green Infrastructure Concept Plan (at Figure 17 to their report) presents 

the findings of their work and for consideration by Wiltshire Council - as a means to deliver planned 

growth and respond most positively to the landscape value and sensitivities of the site and its 

immediate context. 
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Sustainable Development 

4.12 Turning now to the wider sustainability benefits of the development, it is considered that the 

approach presented by C2020 aligns readily to the suggested Design Principles identified in the 

WLPR consultation and wider planning and design consideration that have informed the Draft 

Framework Plan.  Having presented an approach towards landscape-led design, we set out the 

benefits of the concept supported by C2020: 

Quantum of Development and Densities 

4.13 The work presented by Define reflects the level of development presented at Site 1. Development 

land north of the cycle track is maximised in response to the landscape (as explained) and other 

considerations including infrastructure and connectivity.  Housing densities can reflect those 

presented in the consultation and other non-residential uses can be appropriately located to meet 

identified and expected need.  Appropriate densities can be readily accommodated at the site and 

varied where necessary where distinction is required or where features or sensitivities direct. 

Connectivity 

4.14 C2020s Concept draws heavily on the opportunity afforded to it through the cycle way as a means 

of connecting the East Chippenham neighbourhood to the town centre and facilitate its further use: 

thereby connecting other areas to Chippenham though sustainable modes of transport.  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.   

4.15 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. 

4.16 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 
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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 

4.17 Through detailed masterplanning and assessment, development north of the cycle way can respond 

to the requirements associated with supporting and enhancing 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.   

Wider Green Infrastructure and Open Space 

4.18 C2020’s Concept Drawing incorporates Green Infrastructure, formal and informal, in response to the 

development requirements but also to existing site features and those which can be provided to 

enhance the attractiveness of the new neighbourhood.  New homes can be carefully planned 

alongside green infrastructure and communal green space so to ensure that they are in close 

proximity and respond positively to the enhancement of biodiversity as previously stated. 

Renewable Energy and Infrastructure 

4.19 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.   

Flood Risk 
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4.20 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.  Whilst it is noted that Level 

2 SFRA work is proposed by Wiltshire Council, C2020, through work associated with the extant 

planning application which includes their landholding, is confident that at a detailed design stage 

means of sustainable drainage - including mitigation measures such as SUDS and on-site/plot water 

retention can be successfully incorporated within their scheme and not increase the risk of flooding 

elsewhere. 

Heritage 

4.21 Due consideration has been given in this assessment to the effect of development on the setting of 

heritage assets.  Noting that C2020’s land includes designated and non-designated assets, it is 

considered that impacts on these assets can be successfully mitigated and where appropriate, be 

incorporated into the planned neighbourhood.     

4.22 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.  

4.23 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 

4.24 Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan (BPNP) was ‘made’ in February 2018.  Its designated 

neighbourhood plan area extends across parts of Site 1 to include New Leaze Farm and also south 

of the cycle way to include other properties including Middle Farm and Hither Farm. 

4.25 C2020 recognises that BPNP forms part of the adopted Development Plan.  It is also noted that the 

BPNP is now some 3 years old.  The Council has subsequently undertaken a Local Housing Needs 

Assessment and, in recognising a need to direct a significant number of new homes to Chippenham, 

has accepted through its emerging spatial strategy, that development in greenfield locations and on 
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the edge of Chippenham is necessary to meet forecast growth.  Para 11 of the NPPF advises that 

for plan-making, plans ‘should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their 

area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change’.  It is the case of Chippenham that in order 

to meet housing need and satisfy housing land requirements that the WLPR must identify areas for 

growth areas and Sites.  In doing so, these Sites, informed by the spatial strategy, should be in 

sustainable deliverable locations to meet needs.   

4.26 Para 13 of the NPPF advises that Neighbourhood Plans should ‘support the delivery of delivery of 

strategic policies contained in local plans or spatial strategies and should shape and direct policies 

that are outside of these strategic policies’.  Further, Para 29 advises that Neighbourhood Plans 

should not undermine strategic delivery policies by, for example, promoting less development than 

set out in strategic policies for the area. 

4.27 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.    

Summary Conclusions 

 

4.28 C2020 supports the delivery of new development to the East of Chippenham (Abbeyfield).  Whilst 

the quantum of development is also welcomed, it is considered that following landscape and visual 

analysis review against other sustainability considerations that: 

• the Draft Framework Plan for East Chippenham should accommodate more development 

than is presently shown north of the cycle track.  This area relates well to Chippenham’s 

built form and is less sensitive in landscape and visual terms than other areas in Site 1 - 

most notably land at its south eastern boundary  

• there are wide sustainability benefits in identifying further development north of the cycle 

way: by providing a high level of connectivity through the encouraging sustainable modes 

of transport; improved, direct connectivity to the proposed distributor road with early delivery 



 

 

Abbeyfield, Chippenham  |  Wiltshire Local Plan Review consultation  |  March 2021 

Page 20 

of new development along its road frontage; and through wider infrastructure to make 

attractive development in this location.  In delivering development to the north of the cycle 

way this will ensure that development is directed to less sensitive and more sustainable 

locations within the boundary to Site 1. 
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5.1 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: 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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 
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 
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6.1 Through the WLPR, C2020 is promoting land at Abbeyfield, East Chippenham for residential 

development.  C2020 is supportive of significant levels of growth being directed to Chippenham.  

However, as evidenced in these comments, C2020 is concerned that locations of new development 

in Site 1 have not been informed fully by sound evidence.  As a result, land within their control located 

north of the cycle way has not been identified to accommodate new development to meet its 

development capacity. 

Extension to the Plan Period and the Effect on the Housing Requirement  

6.2 C2020 recognises that Wiltshire Council, through the WLPR must accommodate planned growth 

ensuring that there is a supply of land to meet strategic housing needs.  The WLPR should cover an 

extended plan period meeting the minimum 15 year period from adoption in 2023.  The plan period 

should therefore be extended until at least 2038, incorporating a further 2 years’ supply of housing.  

This means that the higher housing figure identified in the WLPR of 45,630 will need to be increased 

further. 

The Location of Development Chippenham  

6.3 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. 

6.4 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. 

Land East of Chippenham – C2020’s landholding 

6.5 A preferred site (Site 1 ‘East Chippenham’) has been identified to deliver some 2975 homes, 3ha of 

employment land, schools and nurseries, community uses, a district and local centre, renewable 

energy site and a transport corridor linking the A350 to the A4.  This area is part of a wider expansion 

area extending southwards connected through new road infrastructure.    

6  Conclusions 
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6.6 C2020 considers that the approach presented is not based upon sound landscape evidence nor 

the application of sustainable planning principles. 

6.7 Through bespoke landscape and visual assessment work focussed on their landholding and its 

wider context within Site 1, it clear that: 

• First, the existing North Wiltshire Rivers cycleway 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. 

6.8 Further, their study also finds that the objectives of the Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan Policy 3 (to 

provide views out from the North Rivers Cycle Route, maintain unspoilt nature of the River Marden 

valley and maintain visual separation between Chippenham and Tytherton Lucas to prevent 

coalescence) can all be achieved through the sensitive placement of development to the north of 

the cycle way.   

6.9 Development north of the cycle way can also deliver development that responds positively to the 

character, local features and other locational benefits associated with the cycle way and planned 

new road infrastructure connecting it to Chippenham.  And in being a suitable location for new 

homes and one that is not as sensitive as land elsewhere in Site 1, C2020’s land north of the cycle 

way should be identified for new development. 

6.10 C2020 will engage further with Wiltshire Council – noting that further technical studies and 

assessments are planned by the Council in progressing towards a Regulation 19 consultation at the 

end of 2021. 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1. BDW South West endorse and fully support the decision by Wiltshire Council at Regulation 18 stage 

to promote 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. 

1.2. 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. 

1.3. Having reviewed the evidence base accompanying the Regulation 18 consultation, BDW support the 

allocation of East Chippenham as the primary preferred option for development in order to deliver 

the Council’s housing and employment requirements over the extended plan period to 2036.   

1.4. 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.  

1.5. 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. 

1.6. 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.  

1.7. 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. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

CONTENT OF REPRESENATIONS 

2.1. These Local Plan Review representations have been prepared by CSJ Planning on behalf of BDW 

South West the landowner of Gate Farm, Chippenham. 

2.2. These representations are accompanied by the following suite of information which should be read 

together as part of a comprehensive response: 

• Highways Technical Note by Entran 

• Constraints & Opportunities Plan by PAD Design 

• Indicative Site Layout by PAD Design 

2.3. This representation includes further considerations in relation to ecology, heritage assets and 

landscape character. 

2.4. The demise of the Gate Farm landholding is detailed below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE LOCAL PLAN REVIEW 

2.5. The Local Plan Review consultation is being undertaken from 13th January 2021 through to 9th March 

2021. In summary, the Review considers the following: 

• How growth including additional new homes and employment land is distributed around the 

county; 

• Levels of growth, potential locations for development and place shaping priorities for each 

of the county's main settlements; 

• Improving the framework for rural communities to meet housing needs; & 

• The opportunity to inform proposals about how the council's planning policies can be shaped 

to address climate change and biodiversity net gain. 
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2.6. The purpose of the Local Plan Review is to ensure that the Development Plan remains up to date 

and supports growth, ensuring there is enough land for homes, jobs and the infrastructure necessary 

to support them. National planning policy and guidance requires every Local Plan to be reviewed at 

least once every five years in order to ensure that it promotes and supports appropriate growth and 

as the Wiltshire Core Strategy was adopted in 2015,  

2.7. The most recent iteration of the adopted Local Development Scheme sets out the anticipated timeline 

for the progression of the review through to adoption: 

• Initial consultation on the scope of plan: Commenced November 2017  

• Plan preparation (including evidence gathering and informal consultation, with public 

consultation commencing Quarter 4 2020): Over the period Quarter 1 2018 to Quarter 4 

2021.  

• Publication of plan for pre‐submission consultation: Commencing Quarter 4 2021  

• Submission to Secretary of State: Quarter 3 2022  

• Examination (including hearing and receipt of Inspector's report): Commencing Quarter 4 

2022  

• Adoption: Quarter 2 2023  

2.8. In accordance with The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, 

this pending consultation aligns with Regulation 18. The timetabled pre-submission consultation 

version of the Review (Regulation 19) is due to be issued for consultation in Quarter 4 2021, taking 

into account responses received during this course of this consultation period. 

2.9. The Regulation 19 Review Document will constitute a full draft of the proposed Core Strategy Review 

document and at this stage, the Local Planning Authority are likely to begin to attach weight to its 

content as a ‘material consideration’ in decision-making. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.10. The site lies to the east of the large town of Chippenham.  It is sited in close proximity to Abbeyfield 

School, with agricultural expanses around the perimeter of the site. The A4 abuts the southern-most 

point of the site, with Stanley Lane dissecting the site, which is formed of two components, to the 

north and south of the lane. 

LAND DESIGNATIONS 

2.11. The site does not fall within a Conservation Area, or within the setting of a Conservation Area, 

although Gate Farmhouse is listed Grade II (UID1199337) and sited immediately adjacent to Stanley 

Land and the London Road, A4. The setting of the farmhouse will be subject to significant change in 

the event of an urban extension in this location. 

2.12. There are no existing public rights of way that traverse through either part of the site and there are 

no further potentially prohibitive designations within, or adjacent to the site such as SSSI’s, AONB, 

Green Belt or Tree Preservation Orders. 
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3. THE SPATIAL STRATEGY AND SITE SELECTION 

PROCESS 

THE SPATIAL STRATEGY 

3.1. The Local Plan Review seeks to extend the adopted Plan period through 2036 and to plan for the 

increased housing requirement of between 40,840 - 45,630 dwellings over the Plan period from 2016 

to 2036. 

3.2. The extent of the housing need over the extended plan period has been calculated in two ways, 

providing a minimum and a higher figure. The lower figure in the range of housing need assessed 

by the Council represents the minimum that results from using a national standard method (Standard 

Method). A Local Housing Need Assessment (LHNA) of new homes needed takes account of longer-

term migration and economic forecasts and produces the upper range result. 

3.3. The Chippenham HMA has the largest housing need in the County by some margin, both in terms of  

• the Standard Method requirement at 17,410; 

• Local Housing Need Assessment 20,400; 

• Employment Land, 9Ha. 

3.4. The published Emerging Spatial Strategy details that the currently adopted settlement hierarchy 

within Core Policy 1 of the Core Strategy will not change as part of this review. Chippenham therefore 

remains one of the Principal Settlements and is the primary settlement within the HMA with the 

greatest housing requirement. BDW South West endorse the continuation of this approach in spatial 

strategy terms. 

3.5. This details that at Chippenham alone, there is a requirement for 9,225 new homes in the extended 

Plan period through to 2036. This constitutes in excess of a 100% increase over the adopted Plan 

requirement of 4,510 new homes from 2006-2026. Once completions and existing commitments 

have been factored, there remains a requirement for a further 5,100 new homes to be identified to 

meet the established Local Housing Need. 

3.6. It is therefore self-evident that there remains a significant residual housing requirement at 

Chippenham alone to be met across the extended period and that further strategic-scale releases 

will be required to facilitate the delivery of the required housing numbers. 

THE SITE SELECTION PROCESS 

3.7. In order to deliver the outstanding housing requirement, the Council have undertaken a detailed Site 

Selection Assessment, inclusive of Sustainability Appraisal, which has manifested in the draft 

allocation of three strategic allocations: 

i. Land at East Chippenham 

ii. South Chippenham 

iii. East of Showell Farm 
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3.8. The subject site falls within the wider proposed Site Allocation 1 – East Chippenham. The site forms 

part of the extensive wider site referred to as Site 506B within Stage 2 of Site Selection Assessment 

which details the following: 

506B: This site is located east of Chippenham. It has average accessibility to local facilities. A 

small part of the site is affected by pluvial flooding associated with the River Avon and surface 

water flooding around Hardens Farm and further east. 

Management measures are achievable. The site would be visible from the Monkton Park housing 

estate and the neighbouring hamlet of Tytherton Lucas as well as the various isolated 

farmsteads along Stanley Road. 

The site contains designated and non-designated heritage assets Development could have an 

impact on historic assets: setting of Grade II listed Hardens Farm, Tytherton Lucas Conservation 

Area and non-designated New Leaze Farmstead. 

The site, to the east of the River Avon, would represent a fresh direction for expanding the 

urban area. Take forward for further assessment as there does not appear to be any overriding 

significant impacts that justify excluding the site at this stage. 

3.9. Concluding the Stage 2 Assessment, the Council resolved to combine the BDW South West land 

holdings alongside Sites 455 (Land to the North of London Road and West of Stanley Lane), 3092 

(Forest Gate Farm), 458 (Land to the South West of Abbeyfield School) and 3354 (Jeys Farm, 

Pewsham) for Stage 3 Sustainability Appraisal purposes. 

3.10. The reasoning for such an approach was: 

These sites mostly abut each other and are all located east of Methuen Park, Rawlings Green, 

the River Avon and between the River Avon and the A4 corridor. 

3.11. As para 48 of the Site Selection Report details, the Stage 3 Sustainability Appraisal identifies the 

likely significant social, economic and environmental effects of the plan, both positive and negative. 

In order to make an informed assessment, a framework of 12 equally weighted objectives which 

reflect the strands of sustainable development as defined by the NPPF and by which the effects from 

the development of each site can be identified, as follows: 

• Biodiversity - Protect and enhance all biodiversity and geological features and avoid 

irreversible losses 

• Land and soil - - Ensure efficient and effective use of land and the use of suitably located 

previously developed land and buildings 

• Water - Use and manage water resources in a sustainable manner 

• Air Pollution - Improve air quality and reduce all sources of environmental pollution 

• Climate - Minimise our impacts on climate change (mitigation) and reduce our vulnerability 

to future climate change effects (adaptation) 

• Energy - - Increase the proportion of energy generated by renewable and low carbon sources 

of energy 

• Heritage - Protect, maintain and enhance the historic environment 

• Landscape - Conserve and enhance the character and quality of rural and urban landscapes, 

maintaining and strengthening local distinctiveness and sense of place 
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• Housing - Provide everyone with the opportunity to live in good quality, affordable housing, 

and ensure an appropriate mix of dwelling sizes, types and tenures 

• Comms - Reduce poverty and deprivation and promote more inclusive communities with 

better services and facilities 

• Transport - Reduce the need to travel and promote more sustainable transport choices 

• Economic - Encourage a vibrant and diversified economy and provide for long-term 

sustainable economic growth 

3.12. In assessing each prospective site against these 12 framework objectives, the Council determined 

that all seven potential strategic development locations should progress to Stage 4 (Site Selection) 

assessment, with the BDW South West land forming part of the extensive Site 1 (East Chippenham) 

scoring the ‘highest’ in Sustainability Appraisal terms. 

3.13. It should be noted that the subject BDW South West landholding forms only a relatively minor 

component of the wider extensive ‘East Chippenham’ preferred area and if assessed independently, 

it is most likely that it would score highly in light of the restricted number of site-specific constraints. 

3.14. Indeed, when assessed at Stage 4 against the Council’s six Place Shaping Priorities which have 

ultimately determined the preferred strategic options, Site 1 (East Chippenham) is considered to be 

neutral in respect of PSP2 (Town Centre) and PSP6 (Surrounding Villages).  

3.15. Whilst these assessments are perhaps logical in considering the full extent of the prospective site 

allocation, the subject site is located immediately adjacent to the existing Chippenham settlement 

boundary and is in much closer proximity to the existing town centre than the northern periphery of 

the site, with easy access via footways or the existing bus routes along London Road. 

3.16. Furthermore, given the site’s close proximity to the existing settlement boundary and the built form 

along London Road and the southern parts of Stanley Lane, the potential impact upon the 

surrounding villages of Tytherton Lucas and Derry Hill relationship in this location is greatly 

diminished in comparative terms to the wider extent of East Chippenham. 

3.17. Therefore, it is considered that the BDW South West land south and north of Stanley Lane, when 

considered in isolation would be determined to deliver greater strengths in the Council’s SWOT 

analysis when assessed against the Place Shaping Priorities than when assessed as an element of 

the extensive proposed East Chippenham allocation. 
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4. THE DRAFT ALLOCATION AND PROPOSED SITE 

CONCEPT PLANS 

THE DRAFT POLICY 

4.1. The Planning for Chippenham document (p10) details that land at East Chippenham is proposed to 

be allocated for a mixed-use development comprising of:  

• Approximately 2975 dwellings to include self and custom build plots and specialist housing. 

• Approximately 3ha Employment Land 

• District Centre and Local Centre 

• Community Uses 

• Land for allotments 

• Land for a Community Orchard 

• Open space provision to include an eastern 

• Extension of the Riverside Country Park 

• Land to expand Sports Ground 

• Land for 2 Two Form Entry Primary Schools 

• Land for 4 100 space Nurseries 

• Land for renewable energy site 

• Walking and Cycling links to and from the town centre, Abbeyfield School and nearby 

settlements including Bremhill, Tytherton Lucas and Calne 

• Transport corridor linking A4 with A350 northwards 

THE PROPOSED SITE CONCEPT PLANS 

4.2. Building on the above proposed draft policy, the Council have prepared indicative Site Concept Plans 

which show a way in which the identified land. These are inclusive of suggested locations for each 

use detailed above, suggested locations for high density development and areas to be retained as 

undeveloped land to help maintain the setting of the town, important views, access to the 

countryside and the setting and separate identities of villages in the wider area.  

4.3. The concepts are also inclusive of possible locations for infrastructure, including in this instance the 

provision of an eastern relief road which links the A4 North Chippenham from the A350 junction to 

the south at Showell Farm, via the east at London Road.  The Council detail that the purpose of this 

consultation is to seek views on the most appropriate locations for growth and the form that it should 

take.  

4.4. The Concept Plan in relation to the subject site seeks to locate high density residential development 

at the junction of the A4 and Stanley Lane and to the northern component of Stanley Lane which 

would provide a residential frontage.  
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4.5. A new primary school is proposed to be sited to the north of the high-density residential development 

adjacent to the A4 and at the southern extent of Stanley Lane and directly opposite Abbeyfield 

School. It also includes a nursery with a local centre element at the northern-most extent of the site 

ownership. 

4.6. The plan identifies that an average of 45 dwellings per hectare will be considered as high density in 

these locations. It further sets out the requirement for the provision of a key frontage in both 

locations, which require a strong sense of enclosure, material themes and rich architectural detailing. 

The concept plans further detail the requirement at the A4 frontage for the provision of a ‘key 

node/gateway’ which provides scope for a ‘landmark’ building to frame/enhance the entrance to the 

site. 

PROPOSED INDICATIVE SITE LAYOUTS 

4.7. BDW South West have commissioned PAD Design to prepare illustrative site layouts which take into 

account the indicative Site Concept Plans, inclusive of the proposed eastern distributor road 

alignment and seek to evolve them further. 

4.8. The rationale for the location of the new primary school and nursery is logical, in seeking to create 

a ‘cluster’ of educational facilities alongside an expanded secondary provision at Abbeyfield School. 

This approach will help to promote sustainable means of travel given the proximity to the existing 

town and also promotes legibility in design terms. 

4.9. However, BDW South West consider that the indicative siting of these facilities could be improved, 

whilst still promoting the delivery of a ‘cluster’ of well located educational facilities that would be 

accessible from the existing settlement and future occupiers within the urban extension. 

4.10. The proposed illustrative layouts prepared by PAD Design propose a re-alignment of the proposed 

uses within this component of the wider East Chippenham allocation. The key suggested alteration 

is to re-locate the proposed new primary school and accompanying nursery to the north of Stanley 

Lane, abutting the existing northern boundary to Abbeyfield School in order to provide a single 

consolidated area of nursery, primary and secondary educational facilities (factoring in the planned 

southern expansion of Abbeyfield with enhanced outdoor recreational provision. 

4.11. The design further proposes the provision of a green and play area to the east of the primary school, 

making the play area more accessible as it would be located on the same side of the highway. This 

approach would also ensure that the school is more visible and provides an opportunity for small 

scale local centre uses around the green. 
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4.12. The location of the proposed Local Centre has been moved further east along Stanley Lane so that 

it is sited along the junction of the new eastern distributor road and Stanley Lane which is considered 

to be constitute the optimum location for such a use. 

DELIVERY 

4.13. In developing this approach, it provides a strategic opportunity to facilitate the early release of the 

BDW South West land to the south of Stanley Lane to provide a welcome boost of market and 

affordable housing delivery to alleviate the existing deficits. Indeed, and as the accompanying 

Highway evidence by Entran details, the existing highway network is also capable of accommodating 

the strategic release of the BDW South West landholding to the north of Stanley Lane without reliance 

on the planned eastern distributor road. 

4.14. In light of both site’s proximity to the existing settlement boundary and the ability for their release 

without reliance on the delivery of the new strategic highway network, it is logical that this area 

should constitute a first phase of development within the Plan period. This would also facilitate the 

delivery of necessary accompanying infrastructure, such as the new Primary School at an early stage. 

4.15. Whilst viability testing has not yet occurred, it is envisaged that the site would be capable of 

delivering affordable housing in accordance with the 40% policy target currently enshrined within 

the Core Strategy. A commitment to delivery policy compliant provision of affordable housing is 

capable of resolution at the plan preparation stage via financial viability testing to form part of the 

supporting evidence base and via a Statement of Common Ground between BDW South West and 

the Council. 

4.16. This benefit should not be underestimated in considering the timescales typically associated with the 

release of strategic urban extensions.  

4.17. Indeed, as the PAD Design draft masterplan details, the parcel of land to the south of Stanley Lane 

(7.1 Ha) is capable of delivering between 200 – 260 dwellings on the basis of an average density 

between 35-45 dwellings per hectare which is consistent with the suggested densities set out in the 

Council’s Concept Plans. 

4.18. This figure includes allowances for the retention of the access to the Sports Ground, the provision of 

open space, attenuation and an appropriate design response to the Grade II listed Gate Farmhouse 

at the junction of London Road and Stanley Lane. It proposes a ‘Gateway’ building at the London 

Road frontage in accordance with the ‘Urban Design Principle’ Concept Plan 

4.19. The parcel north of Stanley Lane (5.6 Ha) in applying the same density figures has the potential to 

deliver between 120 – 155 dwellings factoring in the provision of the aforementioned green, the 

primary eastern distributor road with an offset to facilitate tree planting and an attenuation feature 

with a green corridor that links to the south to facilitate habitat permeability. 

4.20. Overall, the two sites therefore have the potential to delivery between 350-400 dwellings at an early 

stage within the plan period, without a reliance upon the strategic infrastructure necessary to ‘unlock’ 

the wider expanse of the East Chippenham strategic allocation.   
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5. HIGHWAYS 

5.1. These representations are accompanied by a Transport Note prepared by Entran which focuses on 

three primary areas: 

• Opportunities for new residents to travel by sustainable modes of transport; 

• Appropriate means of access to the site; and  

• Potential off-site transport effects. 

5.2. The Note details that from an initial assessment of existing infrastructure and services that the site 

is clearly very well placed to promote sustainable travel choices and reduce reliance on single 

occupancy car journeys.  

5.3. An assessment of predicted multi-modal trips has been carried out for the two parcels of land, both 

north and south of Stanley Lane. Any planning application for the development of either (or both) 

land parcels would be supported by a formal Transport Assessment, inclusive of a detailed 

assessment of the operational capacity of any new junction as well as a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit 

to ensure safe design for all road users.  

5.4. However, the Note, with reference to the illustrative plans prepared by both the Council and PAD 

Design details that it is clear that suitable means of access can be achieved within land under the 

control of the landowner, or existing public highway. 

5.5. In the event that a planning application is submitted for the development of either or both of the 

subject sites, the accompanying Transport Assessment would include detailed modelling of the 

Stanley Lane / London Road junction and the A4 (Pewsham Way) roundabout, and then identify the 

proportional increase in traffic at each subsequent junction in order to determine an appropriate 

study area and whether any further highway improvements would be required. 

5.6. Section 5 of the Note considers the impact upon the existing highway network if the subject sites 

were brought forward in accordance with the indicative capacities detailed on the PAD Design 

illustrative plans.  

5.7. This initial assessment demonstrates that both parcels of land could be brought forward for 

development ahead of the delivery of the East Chippenham distributor road, served by appropriate 

means of access with a detailed Transport Assessment would be required to establish the extent and 

nature of any off-site transport improvements. 

5.8. Ultimately, the Note prepared by Entran demonstrates that the existing local highway network is 

capable of accommodating the accompanying highway movements associated with an early release 

of the BDW South West landholdings at East Chippenham prior to the delivery of the planned eastern 

distributor road. 
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6. HERITAGE 

6.1. The statutory duties imposed via Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990 Act to pay special regard to the preservation of listed buildings and 

conservation applies equally in the plan preparation process as it does in the determination of a 

planning application. 

6.2. The Interim Sustainability Appraisal clearly and definitively notes the extent of both designated and 

non-designated heritage assets within the draft East Chippenham strategic allocation. It notes that 

the likely outcome of the strategic allocation on heritage assets will lead to a ‘moderate (significant) 

adverse effect)’. The summary details that The range of potential impacts is significant and will 

require further more detailed assessment. 

6.3. In respect of the BDW South West landholdings, the key heritage constraints as noted within the 

Sustainability Appraisal is the Grade II listed Gate Farmhouse and its setting, which is sited at the 

junction of London Road and Stanley Lane and the Gate Farm Milestone, also Grade II listed. 

6.4. The Historic England listing description are as follows respectively: 

BREMHILL STANLEY LANE ST 97 SW 7/68 Gate Farmhouse II Former turnpike house on London 

Road, c1830-40, extended as farmhouse mid to late C19, red brick with ashlar dressings and 

slate roofs. One and two storeys. Original turnpike house is single storey with ashlar three-sided 

canted front, the centre door now blocked, a sash window with hoodmould each side. Stack on 

roof hip. North side wall is red brick with three similar sashes in stone surrounds with 

hoodmoulds, south side has two similar windows, one with original 12-pane sash, and a lean-

to. Two-storey rear range with hipped slate roof and ridge stack at original south end. Red brick 

with ashlar dressings, stretcher-bond brickwork, an unusually early example of cavity-wall 

construction. North side one-window range of 16-pane sashes in ashlar surrounds with 

hoodmoulds, 4-panel door to right in ashlar surround with cornice on consoles. East end has 

similar one-window range to right, then straight joint and one-window range of similar 12-pane 

sashes 

BREMHILL LONDON ROAD, A4 ST 97 SW (north side) 7/55 Milestone about 25 metres south 

east of Gate Farmhouse II Milestone, possibly C18 with early C19 cast-iron plate affixed, 

inscribed 'TO BATH 14'. 

6.5. Case Law in Barnwell Manor and Forge Fields is clear in that the statutory duty to pay ‘special regard’ 

to the preservation of Listed Buildings and their setting amounts to a requirement for Local 

Authorities to place considerable importance and weight behind harm caused to the asset, or its 

setting.  

6.6. As the Interim Sustainability Appraisal recognises, the development of East Chippenham has the 

potential to impact on a range of designated heritage assets and the range of such impacts is 

significant and will require further assessment in order to inform scheme designs and layouts. 

6.7. In considering this, the accompanying PAD Design illustrative layouts seek to ensure that the setting 

of Gate Farmhouse is appropriately resolved. A ‘gateway’ building, in accordance with the Council 

Concept Plan is provided to the London Road frontage in order to ‘frame’ the site entrance but is 

located so as to preserve the setting of the listed farmhouse to the optimal degree possible. 

6.8. Notwithstanding this, it is determined that the release of the BDW South West will inevitably give 

rise to an impact upon the setting of the designated heritage assets. Further assessments to 
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determine the significance of the designated assets will be required in due course, at both the Plan 

preparation and application stage in order to establish the impact in heritage terms. 

6.9. The relevant tests for the assessment of harm to designated assets are imposed via NPPF paras 193-

196. Case Law in Mordue confirms the approach that should be taken when harm is determined to 

be caused to designated heritage assets. 

193. When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a 

designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the 

more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any 

potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its 

significance.  

194. Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration 

or destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing 

justification. Substantial harm to or loss of: 

a) grade II listed buildings, or grade II registered parks or gardens, should be 

exceptional;  

b) assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck 

sites, registered battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered 

parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional63. 

195. Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of significance 

of) a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can 

be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial public 

benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply:  

a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and  

b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through 

appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and  

c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public 

ownership is demonstrably not possible; and d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the 

benefit of bringing the site back into use.  

196. Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance 

of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. 

6.10. This policy guidance, which lays down the required approach corresponds with the duty in section 

66(1). Generally, a decision-maker who works through those paragraphs in accordance with their 

terms will have complied with the section 66(1) duty. 

6.11. The public benefits associated with the strategic release of the BDW South West landholdings are 

determined to be significant and correspond with the three prevailing strands of sustainable 

development as defined by the NPPF.  

6.12. The release of the land has the ability to deliver many public benefits including: 

• Delivery of significant market and affordable housing to alleviate current shortfalls in supply; 

• Provision of and further contributions towards significant accompanying infrastructure 

delivery to facilitate and accommodate further strategic growth; 

• Delivery of economic drivers to further solidify Chippenham as a Principal Settlement and 

help address unsustainable patterns of out-commuting; & 

• Potential for ecological net-gains via the provision of open space and ecological corridors 
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7. LANDSCAPE & ECOLOGY 

LANDSCAPE 

7.1. The evidence base accompanying the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan (CSAP) was inclusive of a 

Landscape Setting Assessment prepared by TEP (December 2014). The purpose of the Assessment 

as detailed at para 1.3 stated: 

The aim of this assessment in broad terms is to identify key landscape and visual characteristics 

of land around Chippenham and the key sensitivities and capacity of the settlement’s landscape 

setting, and the setting to some of the outlying villages to accommodate development. 

7.2. It further detailed that the key objectives in preparing the Assessment were to: 

• Provide a transparent, consistent and objective baseline assessment of the factors that 

contribute to the setting of Chippenham and outlying settlements; 

• Provide an analysis of the key landscape sensitivities/qualities that are desirable to safeguard 

within the setting of each settlement 

•  Provide capacity recommendations on how and where new development might best be 

accommodated in the potential strategic areas. 

7.3. The Assessment was prepared on the basis of the requirement for the CSAP to deliver 2,625 dwellings 

over the Plan period through to 2026, with assumptions adopted on the basis of any one strategic 

area delivery between 750-1250 dwellings. It is clear in this instance that the residual housing 

requirement in Chippenham has now increased by circa 100% and the Council’s preferred options 

incorporate draft allocations for the delivery of in excess of 2000 dwellings. 

7.4. Therefore, it is clear in that the strategic context that framed the evidence base to the CSAP has 

evolved considerably in the interim period. In this context, it is considered inevitable that deviations 

from the recommendations within the 2014 TEP report will be necessary to facilitate the required 

growth in housing in Chippenham. 

7.5. Notwithstanding the above and in relation to the BDW South West Land, the TEP assessment notes 

that both the land to the south and north of Stanley Lane in proximity to Abbeyfield School is an 

area where development can be more readily accommodated with mitigation. This is except for a 

roughly square area north of the access to Stanley Park Sports Ground which is marked as part of a 

wider eastern expanse where it is determined that development would be more difficult to 

accommodate, even with mitigation.  

7.6. The extent of this ‘restrictive’ character assessment is difficult to differentiate as the ground levels 

(which is the justification provided for this designation) immediately adjacent to Stanley Lane and 

north of the Sports Ground are consistent with that to the south and west.  

7.7. There is a further notation relating to a roughly hexagonal area both north and south of Stanley Lane 

where attempts should be made to ‘preserve character of approach and distinctiveness of built form’. 

This additional ‘designation’ is difficult to understand from an evidential perspective as there is no 

built form in the locality and no overriding  character other than the expanses of agricultural land 

which frames the eastern edge of Chippenham.  
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7.8. Furthermore, such a ‘restriction’ actively conflicts with the prior assessment that this area is capable 

of more readily accommodating development with mitigation. Clarity in this regard is therefore 

required to help inform future master-planning exercises. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.9. The subject land, whilst considered to have some landscape value, is not subject to any statutory or 

non-statutory landscape designations as is detailed within the Interim Sustainability Appraisal. In the 

absence of any such  landscape designation, any defined landscape value must be considered as 

localised.  

7.10. This approach is endorsed within the NPPF at para 171 which details that Plans should distinguish 

between the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites; allocate land with the 

least environmental or amenity value, where consistent with other policies in this Framework.  

7.11. In this context, it is clear that if a landscape is considered to possess value, the degree of weight 

and or protected afforded to it should be commensurate with its designation having applied the 

distinction required by NPPF 171.  

ECOLOGY 

7.12. Whilst no ecological appraisal of the site is available at this time, in accordance with the prospective 

mitigation measures detailed in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal, it is considered that the 

respective sites would have the potential to deliver a minimum of 10% net gain for biodiversity. 

7.13. As detailed on the accompanying PAD Design illustrative plans, the overall layout and design of both 

sites provide areas for habitat creation and provide ecological pathways via the green corridors. 
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By email:  spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Wiltshire Local Plan Review 

On behalf of Primetower Properties Ltd, I herein provide a response to the Wiltshire Local Plan 

review consultation and enclose: 

• Site Layout Plan 

• Browns Copse, Middle Winterslow, Woodland Management Plan 

My client acknowledges that the current stage of plan preparation is an options consultation and 

that it will be shaped further as the plan progresses with the intention to complete a draft plan 

towards the end of 2021. However, the plan will ultimately need to meet the tests of soundness, 

as set out in paragraph 35 of the revised NPPF: 

 ‘a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the 

 area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, 

 so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do 

 so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  

 b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and 

 based on proportionate evidence;  

 c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on 

 cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as 

 evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  

 d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

 accordance with the policies in this Framework’.  

Given the above requirement, this representation is framed in terms of highlighting areas where 

the plan may not prove sound and suggests how current deficiencies might be rectified. 

Chapman Lily Planning Ltd 

Unit 5 Designer House 

Sandford Lane 

Wareham 

BH20 4DY 

Spatial Planning, Economic Development 

and Planning 

Wiltshire Council 

By email only 

Date: 22nd February 2021 

Your reference: Local Plan Review Consultation 

Our reference: GM-1709 W: www.clplanning.co.uk  

mailto:spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk


                
 

This response comments on the following elements of the Local Plan review; 

• Emerging Spatial Strategy 

• Empowering Rural Communities 

• Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity Net Gain 

The site to which this representation relates is located on the southern edge of the village of 

Winterslow. The site is bounded by the built-up edge of the village on its north-eastern and north-

western sides and an area of woodland to the southwest knowns as Browns Copse. The 

Winterslow village hall is situated to the south. 

Winterslow is a large village, comprising a mix of uses and local services and facilities. These 

existing facilities require the economic support that would result from additional growth (i.e. 

residual spend from future occupants). By way of an overview and as demonstrated in the 

indicative layout, the site has the ability to deliver family housing which will provide future pupils 

for the local school intake which is currently undersubscribed. The site abuts the defined 

settlement boundary of the village and falls beyond any statutory landscape designations such as 

the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, but is washed over by a local Special Landscape Area 

designation. The immediate locality of the site is, however, predominantly residential in 

character. The development of the site would read as a continuation and rounding off of the 

existing settlement without appearing as encroachment into the open countryside. 

Emerging Spatial Strategy 

Primetower Properties disagree with the assertion that delivering the ‘Climate Change outcomes’ 

can only arise from focusing development in the County’s main settlements. Of the four stated 

outcomes of focusing development in main settlements, these being; 

• make best use of existing infrastructure, such as energy networks, public buildings, 

services and local transport networks, reducing the need for additional infrastructure that 

would create more carbon;  

• better support existing businesses by growing local spending and supply chains. In 

particular, it can help each town centre to continue serving its local community;  

• reduce the need to travel, and travel by the private car in particular, by providing jobs, 

facilities and services locally and support active means of travel such as walking and 

cycling; and 

• provide opportunities on a scale to design new neighbourhoods for renewable energy 

supply, alternatives to the private car and more energy efficient new buildings - 

opportunities that are likely to be more difficult to realise in rural areas. 

It is clear that an allocation of 86 units at Winterslow would achieve the above.  



                
 

Primetower Properties acknowledge the benefits of growth to meet local needs, an allocation of 

circa 86 homes at Winterslow will support the vital everyday local services that exist within the 

village (village shop and pub) and ensure future a sustainable level of future intakes for the local 

schools – with the result being that village residents will not have to travel by car to access such 

services, thereby providing the opportunity to reduce carbon emissions and supporting the 

Council’s identified climate change outcomes. The proposed mix housing ensures that local 

housing need is met and that a sustainable pattern of development is delivered. A development 

of 86 units also represents a quantum of development that has the opportunity deliver potential 

efficiencies for energy use, reducing the reliance of carbon fuels. The risks of not progressing with 

an allocation of 86 units at Winterslow is that small scale developments will be delivered on a 

piecemeal approach and will not have the ability to deliver infrastructure improvements or to 

provide not only affordable housing but a mix of private sector housing. 

Primetower Properties are aware that the Winterslow Church of England Primary School, being 

the local school to the site, has a current roll call of 195 children with a capacity of 210 children. 

40% of the 195 children come from outside of the catchment area. The allocation of a 

development of circa 86 units at Middletown Road would provide the opportunity for family 

housing to be delivered which would improve the stability of the school intake an ensure that the 

school is less dependent on children from joining from out of catchment. This would also reduce 

the need to travel by car and bus representing a more sustainable transport pattern and reduce 

carbon generation.  

Primetower Properties support the approach of the Council adopting a Local Housing Needs 

Assessment (LHNA) which takes account of longer term migration and economic forecasts. 

Primetower Properties understand that this approach takes into consideration the need to 

provide homes to support jobs and avoid net in-commuting, together with a contingency. 

Winterslow falls within the Salisbury Housing Market Area which has a LHNA of 10,975 additional 

dwellings for the period 2016-2036. 

Whilst Primetower Properties recognise the value of redeveloping brownfield sites, it is of the 

view that this strategy should not be progressed in isolation, particularly where there is a risk that 

communities that do not have a supply of brownfield sites, such as Winterslow, will not stand to 

gain  from the benefits that sustainable development brings and allow Winterslow to function as 

a  community. There is a clear local need for affordable housing, which would go unmet if a 

strategy is pursued that neglects most of the plan area and just focusses on four settlements. 

Addressing climate change and biodiversity net gain through the Local Plan  

Primetower Properties are supportive of the aims of ‘Policy Theme 1’ which relates to tackling 

flood risk and promoting sustainable water management. The site at Winterslow is within Flood 

Zone 1 and the layout accommodates a Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS), the design of the 



                
 

drainage system will ensure that flood risk is not increased or exacerbated elsewhere. The SUDS 

features within the proposed layout have been designed as multi-functional areas, sitting within 

and forming a landscape setting being an integral part of the site’s green and blue infrastructure. 

At the detailed design stage it will be possible to maximise permeable hard surfacing and to 

include, where appropriate, grey water recycling. 

Primetower Properties have been particularly mindful of the opportunities to enhance Green and 

Blue Infrastructure and Biodiversity as part of the proposed layout – this mirrors the aims of 

‘Policy Theme 2’. This consultation response is accompanied by a detailed Woodland 

Management Plan for Brown’s Copse which details the unique opportunity, which can only arise 

from this development at this scale, to provide a Vision and Objectives for Brown’s Copse for the 

next 10 years and the strategy/actions to deliver these. The environmental enhancements 

resulting from the management plan include; 

•  Enhancing the habitat and ecological value of the mature broad-leaved woodland 

through the management of veteran trees and deadwood habitat, re-establishing a 

pattern of rotational coppice and through selective/regeneration thinning and felling of 

standards, to diversify the age classes and variety of tree species. 

•  Enhancement of ground flora and opportunities for native tree regeneration through 

careful management of light-levels to avoid the creation of bramble thickets and species-

poor bracken. 

•  Expansion & protection of the woodland edge habitat and good management of the 

 surrounding habitat buffers and maintaining ecological connectivity with surrounding 

 woodland & hedgerow habitats 

•  Generating a sustainable supply of woodfuel and coppice products to deliver 

environmental/habitat benefits 

• To protect any known archaeological features. 

•  To manage deer grazing pressure by the use of protective measures but at the same time 

balancing the cultural and amenity value of these large herbivores with the need to 

regenerate woodlands and enhance biodiversity. 

• Provide and implement a management strategy with regard to Ash dieback. 

 
Consultation question B3: 

Primetower Properties are supportive of the aims of ‘Policy Theme 3’ but would advocate a 

proportionate approach to such proposed requirements as new developments ‘should achieve 

net carbon zero standards’. The implications of such aspirations with regard to development 

viability will need to be considered, it is contended, on a site by site basis. 

 

 



                
 

Empowering Rural Communities  

Primetower Properties agree with the sentiments of paragraph 3 in that planning controls prevent 

sporadic development and manage widespread speculative pressures for new buildings. 

Winterslow is a ‘Large Village’ within the Salisbury HMA and has been identified as having an 

indicative housing requirement (for 2016-2036) of 85 units. This figure, taking into account 

completions, should be viewed as a minimum requirement. Providing the development in a single 

allocation allows for the community benefits to be delivered that would not otherwise be realised 

through smaller, piecemeal, schemes. 

The site is situated in the centre of Winterslow, either side of established built form. The site 

represents an opportunity to deliver the identified quantum of housing need in a location that 

minimises encroachment into the open countryside. 

 

Diagram (1):  

The existing built 
form of the 
settlement is 
shown in grey with 
the proposed 
allocation in blue.  

Shown in red is the 
extent of the 
existing settlement 
and the risks of 
encroachment into 
the countryside 
with expansion to 
the north or south 

The site reads as the next stage in the planned incremental evolution of Winterslow. There are 

limited sites within the settlement of Winterslow to deliver the identified housing need and as 

such a single allocation at Middletown Road provides the opportunity to minimise the impacts of 

an outward expansion.  

Smaller scale, piecemeal development, as well as not delivering the community benefits 

associated with a comprehensive development at Middleton Road (as detailed below) will eroded 

the edged of settlement and jar the boundary between built form and open countryside. 



                
 

Providing a comprehensive development such as that proposed in the indicative layout for land 

at Middleton Road allows the Council to realise and seek to secure the social and community 

benefits that comprehensive schemes provide, as opposed to piecemeal, infill schemes. Most 

notably, comprehensive developments provide the opportunity, by way of being a qualifying site, 

to deliver affordable housing and the infrastructure (whether it be onsite or through 

contributions) that are needed to support additional housing growth. These include areas of open 

space, play areas and contributions towards community facilities, such as the extension of the 

village hall to facilitate the extension of the Nursery School. Clearly therefore, a site that is capable 

of delivering a policy-compliant level of affordable housing would make a welcome contribution 

to delivering and maintaining mixed-tenure communities. 

The proposal also provides the opportunity to secure a woodland management plan to safeguard 

the future biodiversity value of Browns Copse. Browns Copse has no statutory protection and was 

designated as a Village Green in March 2015 permitting its unfettered use by the residents of the 

Parish. The proposal provides the opportunity to include additional woodland/wildlife 

connectivity and secure a woodland management plan to safeguard and improve the future 

biodiversity value of the Browns Copse and surrounding ecological features. 

Primetower Properties support the Council’s aim that, subject to viability testing, new 

development should seek to deliver 40% affordable provision. Primetower Properties are not 

promoting the site at Middletown Road as a Rural Exception site – the proposal is advanced on 

the basis that the site can be allocated to meet the identified housing need of Winterslow. The 

site is deliverable and free from overarching constraints. 

There are no heritage assets onsite or nearby that would be affected by the proposed 

development. The site is within flood zone 1 and therefore at the lowest risk of fluvial flooding. It 

is also not susceptible to surface water flood risk. Anecdotally, overland flows emanating from off 

site to the North are believed to have caused surface water flooding in the area of the Village Hall 

and Doctors Surgery in the past. The proposal includes measures to prevent any such occurrences 

in the future.  

The site enjoys direct access to the highway network and the principle of delivering a vehicular 

access has been established through the site planning history. The proposed access arrangement 

provides the opportunity to take pedestrian traffic away from Middleton Road by providing a 

dedicated footpath within the site – representing a significant highway safety gain.  

As demonstrated in the indicative layout there is also the opportunity to provide connections to 

the established footpaths which surround the site, providing existing and future residents with 

the opportunity to access local services and facilities by means other than the private car. This is 

particularly relevant with regard to vehicular trips associated with schooling. 



                
 

The land is not contaminated and there are no ransoms strips nor restrictive covenants which 

would be an impediment to development of the site. The layout has followed an iterative process 

(responding to the site’s planning history) so that it is deliverable in its entirety. The site is in a 

single ownership and there are no aspects that would make any part of the site undeliverable. 

Primetower Properties would wish to impress upon the Council the importance of allocating 

sufficient sites to ensure a rolling five-year supply on adoption of the plan, something that can be 

bolstered by small to medium-sized sites that can be built out quickly.  

Conclusions 

Through this representation, my client has put forward a credible argument in favour of allocating 

land at Middletown Road, Winterslow as an omission site. The site, as identified in diagram 1, is 

well contained and its development for circa 86 homes plus community benefits would further 

enhance Winterslow’s sustainability. 

I trust that the above points will be aptly considered in the lead up to the pre-submission version 

of the emerging plan and will ultimately help to deliver a sound plan that meets future needs in a 

sustainable manner. My client is committed to constructive, on-going discussions with the Council 

to bring the site in a timely manner and looks forward to a positive dialogue. 

 

Yours faithfully,  
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This document has 42 pages including the cover. 

 

Document history 

Revision Suitability 
Purpose 

description Originated Checked Reviewed Authorised Date 

C01  A1 

Working Paper 
to support WC 
FC Project 
Team to submit 
Local Plan Reps 

  
 02/03/21 

C02 A1 
Text updated to 
incorporate 
comments 

  
 08/03/21 

        

        

 



WC_FCM-ATK-GEN-PL_XX-RP-AX-000001  
Representations to Wiltshire Council Local Plan 
C02 

 

Contains sensitive information           of3 

  
Delivery Integration Partnership Framework 

Contents 

Chapter                                                                                                           Page 

1. Introduction 4 

1.1. Content 6 

1.2. Structure 6 

2. Emerging Spatial Strategy 8 

2.1. Rep 1: Formulating the Spatial Strategy 8 

2.2. Rep 2 – Growth and Climate Change 9 

2.3. Rep 3 – Delivering the Spatial Strategy 10 

2.4. Rep 4 – Chippenham Housing Market Area 11 

3. Planning for Chippenham 13 

3.1. Rep 5 – Scale of Growth 13 

3.2. Rep 6 – Place-shaping priorities 20 

3.3. Rep 7 – Other Potential Development Sites 23 

3.4. Rep 8 – Concept Plans 26 

3.5. Rep 9 – Settlement profile 29 

4. Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity Net Gain 31 

5. Summary/Conclusion Error! Bookmark not defined. 

Appendix A –Draft Concept Framework (March 2020) 35 

Appendix B – Viability and Deliverability Technical Paper 36 

Appendix C – Employment Technical Paper 37 

Appendix D – Housing Technical Paper 38 

Appendix E – Infrastructure Technical Paper 39 

Appendix F – Sustainability Report 40 

 

Figures 
Figure 3-1 - – Marked-up plan of Figure 2 – Concept Map for Site 1’from Local Plan Review: Planning for 
Chippenham document 16 

Figure 3-2 -  Marked-up plan of Figure 6 – Concept Map for Site 2 and 3 - from Local Plan Review: Planning for 
Chippenham document - 18 

 

 



WC_FCM-ATK-GEN-PL_XX-RP-AX-000001  
Representations to Wiltshire Council Local Plan 
C02 

 

Contains sensitive information           of4 

  
Delivery Integration Partnership Framework 

1. Introduction 
 

Who are the ‘Future Chippenham’ team? 

These representations are made by Wiltshire Council as landowner and enabler of development.  The Council 
has secured infrastructure funding from government via its Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) managed by 
Homes England. The Council has established a programme within its Housing and Commercial Directorate to 
deliver this programme called Future Chippenham.  These representations are made by the Council in this 
capacity which for ease of reference within these representations will be referred to as Future Chippenham  

  

Support for proposed allocation 

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.  

1.1. Future Chippenham’s Vision 
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 locations 
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served 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. 

1.2. Delivering the Vision 
In line with the NPPF, NPPG and established best practice Future Chippenham propose to employ a 
comprehensive master planning approach to realise the vision and implementation strategy for the 
development. The Masterplans will set out: 

• the scale and layout of development,  

• mix of uses,  

• transport 

• green and blue infrastructure 

• the intended arrangement of buildings, streets and the public realm.  

• ease of movement and connectivity; 

• walkable neighbourhoods; 

• diversity of housing and employment opportunities; 

• designing for art and culture; 

• healthy and active communities; 

• multi-functional green infrastructure; 

• human scale 

A range of other plans and technical reports are also being produced alongside a masterplan, to provide 
supporting evidence and set out related proposals, such as a local character study, landscape assessment, 
sustainability assessment, transport assessment and proposals for securing biodiversity net gain. An 
implementation strategy will also be included, especially as the development is expected to be brought forward 
in a number of phases 

A key document that Future Chippenham Team will produce is a design code which could be utilised to support  
an SPD for the whole of the Project Area. These are a set of illustrated design requirements that provide 
specific, detailed parameters for the physical development of a site or area. The graphic and written 
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components of the code will be proportionate and build upon a design vision set out in the masterplan The 
Code will be informed by the 10 characteristics of good places set out in the National Design Guide. 

It is important to emphasise that comprehensive masterplanning of the area indicates that over the course of 
the whole development in the region of 7,500 may be delivered. This will be a phased delivery and that the 
number identified as set out in these representations will be developed within the plan period, but overall 
development is likely to extend well beyond. This has an additional benefit of providing a high level of certainty 
to the local community over where strategic housing needs for Chippenham will be met well into the future, 
thereby overcoming the conflicted process which is characterised urban development in the recent past. 

These representations have been prepared by Future Chippenham in response to the Wiltshire Council Local 
Plan Review Consultation under the Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning Act (Local Planning) 
2012 (hereafter referred to as the ‘Local Plan Review’). 

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.  

1.3. Content 
These representations should be read alongside the following supporting submissions: 

• Appendix A - Draft Concept Framework (prepared by Future Chippenham) 

• Appendix B - Viability and Deliverability Technical Paper. 

• Appendix C - Employment Technical Paper 

• Appendix D - Housing Technical Paper 

• Appendix E - Infrastructure Technical Paper  

• Appendix F - Sustainability Report 

• Appendix G – Draft Landscape Capacity Assessment 

These representations, and the supporting submissions, demonstrate that Future Chippenham is deliverable 
and viable, and can deliver dwellings throughout and beyond the local plan period. The representations also 
demonstrate that the proposed allocated land can accommodate approximately 3,240 dwellings within the plan 
period up to 2036, and in accordance with the requirements of the draft Local Plan and the emerging allocation 
policy. 

Future Chippenham support the draft Plan in principle, especially the proposed allocation of the land to the 
south and east of Chippenham. 

Notwithstanding our support for the Local Plan Review, we are seeking some clarifications and amendments 
within the ongoing Local Plan Review and the supporting evidence base, to ensure that the emerging 
development strategy and allocation of development at Future Chippenham is robust and sound. 

1.4. Structure 
These representations are structured as follows:  

• Section 2 sets out our observations on the emerging Spatial Strategy for the County and several 
recommendations to enhance the robustness and soundness of the Development Strategy. 

• Section 3 sets out our comments on the proposed section Planning for Chippenham. This provides a 
detailed overview of the emerging Future Chippenham proposals against the Local Plan Review and 
sets out the development potential of the site, demonstrating deliverability. 
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• Section 4 provides responses to consultation questions posed on climate change and biodiversity 
issues; and 

• Section 5 provides a summary of the next steps and Process for the Project. 

The current nationwide restrictions related to COVID-19, although challenging, should not hinder the progress 
of the Local Plan Review. We fully support the proposed programme to publish the submission Draft Local Plan 
by the end of 2021, which is necessary to deliver strategic road infrastructure to support the delivery of Sites 1, 
2 and 3.   
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2. Emerging Spatial Strategy 
Representations will demonstrate the value of Future Chippenham to the Spatial Strategy in the short, medium 
and long term and identify the opportunities inherent in the scale of the Project to deliver sustainable communities. 

2.1. Rep 1: Formulating the Spatial Strategy 
 

Future Chippenham supports the process set out for the emerging spatial strategy proposed by the Local Plan 
Review that identifies a hierarchy of settlements and the alignment with each housing market area. The Team 
also notes and agrees with the formula that forecasts Wiltshire’s need for between 40,840 and 45,630 new 
homes by the end of the Local Plan Period (2036).  

The Local Plan Review has tested different distributions and growth strategies and Future Chippenham agrees 
with the following delivery principles: 

• The focus on main settlements ‘place shaping priorities’ that will guide how and where development will 
take place and what distinct priorities there may be to manage change in the local environment;  

• The aim to maximise the use of previously developed land and support urban renewal where needed;  

• The allocation of land to ensure the scale of the county's housing and employment needs are met and 
to ensure the supply of deliverable land;  

• The level of growth required to meet Chippenham’s future needs may necessitate allocation across 
administrative boundaries into neighbouring parishes; and, 

• The identification and phasing of large sites to ensure priority is maintained on brownfield land and to 
ensure the co-ordination of all the infrastructure necessary to support such growth 

 
Future Chippenham welcome these delivery principles and understand more detailed investigations are 
required either to support or are required to implement these principles. 
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2.2. Rep 2 – Growth and Climate Change 
 
The Emerging Spatial Strategy recognises that new development for housing and employment in Wiltshire 
needs to be delivered whilst tackling climate change as the top priority.  

Future Chippenham supports the climate change outcomes relating to carbon emissions set out in the 
Local Plan but considers these may need to go further if the Council is to achieve its target of carbon 
neutrality by 2030. The approach to achieving carbon neutrality and targets should be set within the 
Local Plan, with careful consideration given to measuring and minimising embodied and operational 
carbon to reduce energy demand from any new development.  We also suggest that the Local Plan 
should develop evidence-based, detailed policy that phases in and enables carbon neutral new 
development within Wiltshire over time. 

Guidance for new development within the Local Plan and supporting documents should allow for an increase in 
local energy production and storage and meeting energy demands from zero/very low carbon sources, 
including large scale increase in electric vehicle use and their charging facilities. A key focus on increasing the 
use of zero emission public and private transport and active travel modes will support a reduction in carbon 
emissions from transport. Achieving carbon neutrality will mean, once all measures to reduce carbon have 
been explored, offsetting or sequestration (by vegetation) of residual carbon within new developments or off-
site. Offsetting and sequestration will need to be considered as part of an overall carbon neutrality strategy. 

Showing clear alignment with the target of carbon neutrality by 2030, a key objective of the Future Chippenham 
Draft Concept Framework (Appendix A) is that Future Chippenham will be 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. 

Future Chippenham support this approach, but recommends that reference is made to the need to 
adapt to climate change alongside the need to reduce carbon emissions, as any new development will 
need to tackle these two interconnected challenges, if it is to address climate change in a successful 
way. 

A changing climate is now a reality and unavoidable, so resilience needs to be designed into any new 
development. Like everywhere else in the UK, the risk of extreme flooding, extreme heating and extreme cold 
need to be considered and suitably addressed via policy implementation and broader lifestyle changes, given 
that adaptation measures by themselves, such as cooling, have the potential to generate carbon emissions.  

Directly addressing the issue of a changing climate, another objective of the Future Chippenham Draft Concept 
Framework (Appendix A) is that Future Chippenham will be climate resilient and adaptable 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. 

The importance of dealing with the biodiversity emergency has been recognised elsewhere in the Local 
Plan consultation documents. This has not yet been clearly established in the Spatial Strategy  

We note that the biodiversity emergency is addressed through an objective of the Future Chippenham Draft 
Concept Framework (Appendix A) to create an environment and biodiversity positive development with 
measurable improvement resulting in net environmental gain and measurable net gain in biodiversity. 

Further details on how carbon emission reductions, adaptation to climate change and biodiversity and 
environmental net gain may be achieved in Future Chippenham are set out in Appendix A - Future 
Chippenham Draft Concept Framework and Appendix F – Future Chippenham Sustainability Report. 

Further representations that respond to ‘Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity Net Gain’ consultation 
paper are set out in Section 4 below. 
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2.3. Rep 3 – Delivering the Spatial Strategy 
 
We support the Local Plan forecasts that Wiltshire will need to deliver between 40,840 and 45,630 new 
homes over the plan period (2016 to 2036) to meet the Council’s Housing Needs Assessment and 
therefore its population’s needs. We note that meeting this target will require a significant increase in 
housing delivery rates to between 2,042 to 2,281 dwellings per annum. We consider that the Local Plan 
will need to be supported by clear deliverability and viability evidence and guidance to demonstrate 
how the proposed Spatial Strategy and policies will support the delivery of housing at these increased 
rates. 

Future Chippenham also support the approach used to test the alternative development strategies, now 
completed, and the preferred spatial strategy that has been identified following the testing process. This has 
built on the Cabinet’s Agreement on 26 March 2019 (Wiltshire Local Plan Review Update paper), that the four 
Housing Market Areas (HMAs), based around Chippenham, Salisbury, Swindon and Trowbridge, would form an 
appropriate basis on which to consider the distribution of housing growth across Wiltshire. 

Future Chippenham support the comprehensive work undertaken behind the identified level of new 
housing and these overarching principles. We note and support that Chippenham is identified as one of 
only three Principal Settlements, and the primary focus for the location of the development of new 
homes and new jobs through a Chippenham Expanded Community.  Although we support the general 
focus in the Local Plan on previously developed land, we agree with the Local Plan that greenfield sites 
will need to be developed to meet the level of housing need and to deliver against the housing targets 
set for Chippenham. 

Noting the focus of development on three Principal Settlements within Wiltshire (Chippenham, Salisbury and 
Trowbridge), Future Chippenham support the Spatial Strategy’s focus of reducing carbon in different ways by: 

• making best use of existing infrastructure, such as energy networks, public buildings, services and local 
transport networks, reducing the need for additional infrastructure; 

• supporting existing businesses and each town centre by encouraging local spending and supply 
chains, so they continue to serve their local communities; 

• reducing the need to travel, and travel by private car, by providing jobs, facilities and services locally 
and support active means of travel such as walking and cycling; and, 

• providing opportunities on a scale to design new neighbourhoods for renewable energy supply, 
alternatives to the private car and more energy efficient new buildings - opportunities that are likely to 
be more difficult to realise in rural areas 

  

https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=141&MId=12476&Ver=4
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2.4. Rep 4 – Chippenham Housing Market Area  
The emerging Spatial Strategy recognises that Wiltshire needs between 40,840 (2,042 dwellings per annum 
(dpa)) and 45,630 (2,281 dpa) new homes within the county over the plan period (2016 to 2036). 

The emerging Spatial Strategy identifies the housing need for North and West HMA (Chippenham) as being 
between 17,410 (870.5 dpa) and 20,400 (1,020 dpa). We understand that the lower figure has been derived 
using the Standard Method as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and accompanying 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) and the higher figure has been derived from taking account of longer-term 
migration and economic forecasts.  

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. 

Housing delivery for Chippenham 

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). 

Employment delivery for Chippenham 

The Local Plan Review forecasts a total of 26 ha of employment land for Wiltshire HMAs (including 
Chippenham, Salisbury, Swindon (the Wiltshire part), and Trowbridge) collectively. Acknowledging that the 
current pool of land for industry and office uses will continue to meet anticipated needs, the Local Plan Review 
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forecasts 9 ha of employment land in Chippenham HMA. Through this forecast, 5 ha of employment land 
requirement is identified for Chippenham settlement. The Council’s proposals for employment land 
complements growth and supports productive industries in the area. It also supports the Council’s focus on 
supporting the economic recovery from the impacts of the COVID-19 Pandemic. 

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. 
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3. Planning for Chippenham 

3.1. Rep 5 – Scale of Growth  
 

The Planning for Chippenham Local Plan Review document proposes a series of questions and seeks views on 
a series of issues. Future Chippenham seek to respond to the following questions in the text below as well as 
commenting on broader principles of development. 

Question CP1 – What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should 
they be higher or lower? 

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

Question CP3 –Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? If not, why not? 

Question CP4 –What are the most important aspects to consider is these sites are going to be built on? 
build? If not, why not? 

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 Project Team fully support the focus on Chippenham as a location for development as 
it provides opportunities on a scale to design new neighbourhoods which: 

• Will help Chippenham Town Centre to serve its local community, by boosting catchment 

spending, creating higher levels of facilities, shops and services, including public 

transport, helping to reduce the need to travel, and to travel by private car in particular, 

especially if it is accompanied by measures aimed at improving walking and cycling; 

• Will allow opportunities to introduce important carbon reduction measures and efficiencies, 

that would be impractical or unviable on smaller sites; 

• Will improve the environment of Chippenham Town Centre and the town as a whole by 

tackling traffic congestion as well as reducing carbon use by the advantages of focusing 

growth in one location.  

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. 

A comment on the alternative sites is also included in these representations and these confirm 

our conviction that the proposed allocation is the correct one for Chippenham. 

The distributor road 

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. 

 

4.21a 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.  
(1) Position Statement Improving Network Resilience in Chippenham and Transport and Accessibility 
Evidence Paper Part 2a: Assessing Alternative Development Strategies  
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Supporting growth in Chippenham 
The Local Plan – Transport Review document states that: 

‘The CSAP [Chippenham Site Allocations Plan] identified a preferred arrangement would be for the 
EDR to follow a route from the A4 east of Pewsham to the A350 Malmesbury Road roundabout, to the 
north of the town. The delivery of 5,100 homes in Chippenham would necessitate the delivery of this 
route to the north of the town, which would address many of the congestion issues in the town centre. 
However, this would not tackle all the impacts resulting from an additional 5,100 dwellings.  

There would still be several challenges: significant congestion problems on the A4 to the east (due to 
traffic outing via the A4, A342 and A3102 towards Melksham), residual issues in the central area and 
constraints on the A350 and A4 west. This is shown visually in Figure 2-2. The Do-minimum scenario 
therefore introduces a more comprehensive solution. This would require an EDR (a northern link from 
the A4 at Pewsham to the A350 and a new Southern Distributor Road (to connect from the A4 at 
Pewsham to the A350 at Lackham Roundabout).  

A Southern Distributor Road (SDR) provides a route between the A4 and A350 corridors which avoids 
the town centre. An SDR is further justified, as advised by Wiltshire Highway Authority, to ensure that 
the scale of development proposed in Chippenham has access to two principal corridors to avoid point 
loading detrimentally affecting the strategic use of either corridor.’  

The Local Plan – Transport Review concludes that:  

‘The previous CSAP established the requirement for a new Eastern Distributor Road, connecting 

around the north of the town from the A4 east of Pewsham to the A350 at Malmesbury Road. The 

analyses in this study have also established the requirement for a new Southern Distributor Road, 

connecting around the south of the town from the A4 east of Pewsham to the A350 at Lackham 
Roundabout.’ 

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. 

The Highway Officer comments on the Chippenham Riverside planning application, with use of information 
from the CSAP, suggested that should a development in this location only have access to the A4, then a 
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maximum of 400 (of a proposed 1,500) dwellings could be built before an unacceptable impact was seen on the 
town centre highway network. 

Further to this, the Chippenham Housing Market Area – Individual Settlement and Housing Market Area Profile 
(2017) produced at the early stages of the Local Plan Review states that: 

“The town has significant potential for economic growth. A new road linking the A4 to the A350 would help 
considerably toward realising it”1 

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.  

Most suitable land for development in landscape terms 
As stated in Rep 4 above, 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) . 

 

Site 1 - East Chippenham  

Site 1 Land suitable for development 

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; 

 

1 Chippenham Housing Market Area – Individual Settlement and Housing Market Area Profile, November 2017. 

https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/684/Swindon-and-Wiltshire-Joint-Spatial-Framework-Chippenham-Housing-Market-Area/pdf/spp-swjsf-
2017-11-chippenham-housing-market-area-profile.pdf?m=637103717788770000  

https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/684/Swindon-and-Wiltshire-Joint-Spatial-Framework-Chippenham-Housing-Market-Area/pdf/spp-swjsf-2017-11-chippenham-housing-market-area-profile.pdf?m=637103717788770000
https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/684/Swindon-and-Wiltshire-Joint-Spatial-Framework-Chippenham-Housing-Market-Area/pdf/spp-swjsf-2017-11-chippenham-housing-market-area-profile.pdf?m=637103717788770000
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o 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. 

 

Figure 3-1 -  Marked-up plan of Figure 2 – Concept Map for Site 1’from Local Plan Review: Planning for 
Chippenham document 

 

 

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. 
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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.   

Site 1 - Land less suitable for development up to 2036 

From a review of the land to be considered for development in the Local Plan Review: Planning for 
Chippenham document, the following representations are made in relation to plots A to G in Site 1 from Figure 
3.1.  

Plots A and B - These plots are located to the north of NCR403 and are in an area of more open landscape.  
In terms of landscape impacts, plots A and B are located on the southern slopes of the hillocks and would result 
in an adverse change in character to this landscape area.  Consideration needs to be given to the role this 
portion of landscape provides as a character transition with the progression to flatter more open land to the 
north of New Leaze’s Farm.   

Landscape mitigation, such as increased woodland planting, would result in a change in the landscape 
character to be less open. The role of this landscape area as it transitions to the more open landscape to the 
north needs further consideration. 

Visually, Plots A and B are located close to and are visible from NCR 403 and would be visible on the higher 
ground from Chippenham settlement edge and may affect the skyline view.  It would also be prominent in 
elevated views for example, from Bencroft Hill or views across the landscape from Stanley Lane. 

Plot C is located to the south of NCR403. The landscape sensitivity of this area is influenced by its proximity to 
the Chippenham settlement edge with nearby school and the setting to Hither Farm. Mitigating planting would 
reduce the impact on both character and impact upon views especially from elevated viewpoints and NCR403.  
There may also be opportunity to provide mitigating planting to the east of Plot C to minimise the impact of 
development of this plot, but this would need to be planted early and allowed to mature prior to construction.   

Plots D to G are all located to the south of Stanley Lane. These plots are the most easterly outlying 
development parcels within broad tracts of open landscape. 

The landscape character would change substantially with the greater distance from Chippenham settlement 
edge and would require significant mitigation.  The proposed densities in the Local Plan Review design 
principles in these outlying plots are considered high considering their location in open landscape.   

These plots are visible and would impact the views from: 

• Localised viewpoints and public rights of way. 

• Approach routes such as the A4 (London Road) NCR 403 and Stanley Lane. 

• Elevated viewpoints such as Bencroft Hill and Derry Hill. 

Potential mitigation measures identified thus far, could include: 

• Existing vegetation along NCR403 to be enhanced as part of the wider development with woodland 
planting to strengthen this boundary. 

• Reintroduce lost hedgerows and interplant existing hedgerows. 

• Provide a landscape buffer to the Wilts & Berks Canal and the Pudding Brook. 

• Woodland planting along the eastern boundary of the parcel to the east to help assimilate potential 
long-term development, post 2036.  

Overall, plots A-G may be developable at lower densities in the long-term, if significant and matured planting 
and landscaping mitigation is undertaken prior to development starting. This would screen potential visual 
impacts of the development from local higher viewpoints and from the open landscape to the north-east. 
However, with the lesser impact of the sites located closer to the existing Chippenham edge around Harden’s 
Farm, we would recommend that this land is favoured for development, should the amount of housing 
suggested within the Local Plan Review Consultation January 2021 come forward within the next local plan 
cycle be reduced.  

Site 2 - South Chippenham 

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. 
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 We have the following representations to make on plots H-N identified on Figure 3.2 below, which is a mark-up 
to identify plots within this Draft Framework Plan.   

 

Figure 3-2 -  Marked-up plan of Figure 6 – Concept Map for Site 2 and 3 - from 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. 
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• 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.  
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3.2. Rep 6 – Place-shaping priorities  

Drawing benefit from a single integrated allocation/extension  

We refer back to the vision set out at the beginning of these representations which we firmly believe 
will demonstrate that this allocation provides the best opportunity to deliver both a sustainable and 
well-designed development to meet Chippenham’s growth needs. 

Future Chippenham fully supports the broad principles of consolidating growth in a single integrated 
extension to the town. The single extension offers a range of strategic benefits that will not be realised 
should a more piecemeal development of unconnected parcels proceed. These are clearly set out in the 
Draft Concept Framework Plan accompanying these representation – Appendix A  

Future Chippenham considers that directing growth towards a consolidated location as set out in our Draft 
Concept Framework Plan offers the opportunity to comprehensively plan for the required social and community 
infrastructure in a manner that is most efficient and effective. An overarching understanding of requirements 
and the timing of delivery can be planned for and focussed in appropriate locations to maximise benefits for 
both new and existing residents. 

Such an approach and the scale of development proposed also offers scope for optimal outcomes with benefits 
that can result from co-location of infrastructure. The proposed extension provides the opportunity to deliver 
new infrastructure that may not otherwise come forward, for example enabling the delivery of strategic open 
space through a large multi-dimensional Country Park that will provide wider benefits of new open space for the 
town as a whole and important strategic connections between the town and the new development areas.  

Future Chippenham enables the development of an overarching vision that complements the town, developing 
its character as a distinct but fully integrated addition to the town, to inform and structure future delivery. The 
Vision will structure the components in a comprehensive and co-ordinated way, contributing to the delivery of 
an optimal outcome for the town. 

Delivering improved access and connectivity to the benefit of the town 

Future Chippenham considers that the supporting transport infrastructure that will be delivered as a 
result of the location and scale of development will deliver the greatest benefit to the existing town. The 
implementation of the distributor road required to support the development will help to address the existing 
congestion in a positive way by delivering additional highway network capacity; it will also improve connectivity 
between neighbourhoods within the town. 

The distributor road and its links will also significantly provide benefits for an improved bus network. The new 
links will create the opportunity to support new circular bus routes through the town, improving connectivity and 
journey times, and increased patronage.  

The Future Chippenham Draft Concept Framework (Appendix A) demonstrates that the compact urban form of 
the south eastern extension supports the best outcomes for sustainable movement. New walking and cycling 
routes can maximise the opportunity to provide improved town-wide connectivity improving access between the 
town centre, the proposed Country Park and the wider countryside. This interconnected network will help 
prioritise active travel and healthy lifestyles. 

Providing an urban structure that supports strong communities.  

Future Chippenham considers that new development in Chippenham should not be spread in a thin 
strip wrapping the edge of the town, but instead be arranged as compact areas of critical length and 
breadth which can be consolidated around well-located local centres. Our recommendations on this 
approach is set out in the Draft Concept Framework Plan accompanying these representation – Appendix A 

The neighbourhoods created can be supported by new local centres where community facilities and the 
potential for commercial hubs can be co-located to create nodes of intensity. The delivery of these centres as 
part of an integrated extension will enable a strategic consideration to location with a cohesive approach 
supporting them as a focus for community activity, helping underpin their deliverability as accessible and 
diverse hubs and supporting their viability,  

Transforming the towns housing offer and increasing the rate of delivery 

Future Chippenham proposals as set out in the Draft Concept Framework Plan accompanying these 
representation (Appendix A) has been designed with a focus on supporting increased delivery rates.  
The development as proposed has significant ability to maximise the rate of housing delivery during 
the Local Plan period, due to multiple land ownerships across the site as well as the ability to draw on  
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distinctive character areas informed by changing landscape contexts in order to create a greater 
diversity of new housing that can appeal to a broader spectrum of the market. However Future 
Chippenham caution that an over-provision of development land carries the risk of being 
counterproductive by potentially reducing the rate of delivery due to the possibility of market caution to 
the risk of oversupply devaluation. Deliverability of new homes needs to be countered by viability and a 
realistic delivery rate identified and our recommendations on this are set out in Representation 4 above 
and the Deliverability and Viability Report (Appendix B),  

This greater range of new homes, from starter homes through to downsizing and retirement, care and extra 
care, will also help meet the growing and evolving need of the residents of Chippenham over time.  

We consider that this improved rate of housing delivery would be further supported by early delivery of the 
entire link road and enabling infrastructure to support ‘plug and play’ development opportunities across the 
Future Chippenham area. 

Supporting sustainable growth 

Future Chippenham is committed to the vision set out at the beginning of these representations 

Development at Future Chippenham along the link road offers a unique opportunity to deliver sustainable 
growth by creating the upfront infrastructure capacity that could continue to meet the potential future needs of 
the town in the decade beyond the 2036 Local Plan period. 

Future Chippenham considers that facilitating future growth within a compact urban form as set out in 
our Draft Concept Framework Plan (Appendix A) will encourage more active and sustainable travel 
choices within the town. Growing Chippenham in this way will ensure that connections between 
neighbourhoods are both maintained and enhanced.  Importantly, by helping strengthen the 
recreational role the River Avon and the river area within the heart of Chippenham, opportunities exist 
to establish a strong relationship to open space for all residents in the town and in Future Chippenham.  

Future Chippenham also has the ability to cater for housing growth beyond this Local Plan period, maximising 
the return on infrastructure investment and maintaining the benefits of a compact urban form for future 
generations. 

Unlocking significant public sector investment and delivering value to be reinvested 

Future Chippenham provides the opportunity to realise £75 million of public sector investment within 
the town through the provision of the new distributor road aimed at facilitating housing delivery across 
Future Chippenham. There are further opportunities to recycle funding as new housing and commercial 
uses come forward.  

Future Chippenham considers the Future Chippenham Development will bring great benefit to the whole town, 
through the council, as major landowner reinvesting some of the development land value created to support the 
town’s regeneration and future sustainability. The council can also take a longer-term view on development, 
providing more stability and resilience to any market fluctuations.  Finally, the council as the major landowner 
has a greater ability and control to secure and embed quality placemaking within Future Chippenham.  

Delivering a Country Park of unique scale within the heart of the town 

Future Chippenham considers that the delivery of a Country Park, which is a unique benefit of the 
integrated extension approach, will be of considerable future benefit to the town as a whole. 

The proposed Country Park offers a significant area of open space that will enhance ecological and biodiversity 
outcomes, integrate sustainable urban drainage and address flood risk, and also support the future health and 
wellbeing of existing and future residents. The new Country Park offers strategic landscape infrastructure, 
creating wildlife and recreational corridors, using the rich character of the River Avon to build on the local 
distinctiveness of the town and draw that into the new Future Chippenham.  

The development of the Country Park will be of benefit to the entire town, creating accessible green space with 
active travel connections. The Country Park will provide valuable connections between Future Chippenham and 
the town centre, with new river crossings, enhanced forest planting and associated leisure facilities. 

Realising best practice placemaking that reflects the distinctive character of the town 

Future Chippenham considers that new housing and development should be in a location that reflects 
and contributes to the distinctive character of a town that has evolved with the River Avon at its heart.  

The integration of Future Chippenham into Chippenham offers a contextually appropriate design, using the 
town’s rich character and proposing sustainably located development. Future Chippenham offers both growth 
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potential and benefits for the town. It will help retain and strengthen the town's character, especially in the 
centre, by relieving existing issues such as congestion, and by using its existing assets such as the River Avon 
corridor for wider benefit through the integration of the Country Park. The placemaking approach creates a new 
urban edge to the river corridor, wraps the Country Park closely into the new urban form and creates a strong 
and positive relationship, integrated landscape that helps capture and add to the local distinctiveness of 
Chippenham.  
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3.3. Rep 7 – Other Potential Development Sites  
 

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. 

3.3.1. 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. 

3.3.2. 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 
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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 
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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.  

3.3.3.  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.  
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3.4. Rep 8 – Concept Plans  

In response to the Planning for Chippenham, questions posed for the Concept Plans, the Future 

Chippenham Project Team note the following: 

Site 1- East Chippenham  

CP5 - How can these concept plans be improved?  

We are working on the production of a Framework Masterplan which will respond in more detail to emerging 
evidence and will provide a more accurate picture of constraints, mitigation and opportunities. 

We suggest that the development areas within the Concept Plans should be restricted to areas where 
environmental, topographical, landscape and flood risk constraints are of less impact in relative terms. To 
support the delivery of a compact urban form, we further suggest that the area of development should be 
reduced to be no more than is required to deliver in line with the proposed housing density. These carefully 
considered boundaries, taking account of environmental and visual constraints, are set out clearly in Future 
Chippenham Draft Concept Framework attached to these representations (Appendix A).  

CP6 - Do you agree with the range of uses proposed, what other uses should be considered?  

Future Chippenham suggests that the scale and nature of employment uses should be re-considered, having 
regard for the residential nature of the proposed neighbourhood, as well as the character and safety 
considerations of the local street network and the distributor road in this location. 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. 

 

Furthermore, we consider that further evidence for the scale and location of uses such as a neighbourhood 
centre, extension to the Country Park and the extension to the Stanley Park Sports Ground will emerge as part 
of the ongoing master planning process. This will include any education requirements including the scale of 
expansion to the Abbeyfield Secondary School.   

CP7 - Do you agree with the location of the proposed uses? what should be located where and why?  

We recommend that the local centre is repositioned to be central to the development in order to reduce 

maximum walking distances and ensure that it develops as a focus of the new community. We further suggest 

that the local centre (served by a bus stop) should be co-located with the school to help create a focus of 

distinct character, promote the flexible use of space and resources, provide a node of community intensity in a 

neighbourhood of medium density housing and to help underpin the viability of local retail and service uses.  

Future Chippenham will be developing a masterplan for the site, based on the latest evidence and 

conversations with statutory consultees and stakeholders which can inform the layout. 

CP8 - Do you agree with the location and amount of employment provided on Sites 1 and 2?  

We do not agree with the proposed location of employment and suggest that the scale and nature of 
employment uses in relation to the residential areas should be re-considered.  The distribution of employment 
uses in Future Chippenham would benefit from the maximising co-location in areas with the least environmental 
and landscape impacts. Such uses should be located where they would best benefit from good, appropriate 
levels of accessibility from within and beyond Chippenham.  

CP9 - Do you agree with the proposed locations for self-build and custom build housing? Would you 
prefer alternative locations?   

Within the general area of East Chippenham, self-build and custom build housing could be planned on the 
basis that it is designed in line with proposed density and character of its immediate context and that it is 
delivered within the same development phase as adjoining properties so that it is fully integrated into the new 
community and also leaves no gaps in the development. Future Chippenham will be developing a masterplan 
for the site, based on the latest evidence and conversations with statutory consultees and stakeholders which 
can inform the layout. 
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CP10 - Do you agree with the proposed sites for renewable energy? Is there a particular type of 
renewable energy that should be provided?  

Future Chippenham welcomes the provision of a renewable energy facility at site 1, subject to detailed master 
planning. This could contribute towards the employment land requirements for the site. We also consider that 
significant other opportunities will be explored in detail across the whole of the site as part of the master 
planning process, in accordance with Key Theme 1, and in conjunction with relevant consultees. Future 
Chippenham acknowledge the need for renewable energy infrastructure and confirm it will be incorporated into 
the overall scheme as well as potentially within green infrastructure areas, for example ground source heat 
pump technology or using the River Avon as heat or hydropower resource. An electricity network could be 
delivered that allows investment in smart grids and energy storage.  Smart grids involve a variety of operation 
and energy measures including; smart meters, smart appliances, renewable energy generation, communication 
and information technology.  

The integrated network can embed multiple renewable energy generators in a Virtual Power Plant. Installation 
of community renewable energy generation scheme (generating more than is needed by the development) and 
feeding back to the grid will offset carbon emissions and generate revenue for the community. Electric Vehicle 
charging will be integrated in the Virtual Power Plant to ensure maximum advantage is taken of the potential of 
the batteries to provide storage. All energy infrastructure will be climate change resilient. 

CP11 - Do you agree with the proposal for some housing to be located to north of the North Rivers 
cycle path?  

As can be seen from the proposed Future Chippenham Draft Concept Framework (Appendix A), we consider 
the location to the north of the North Rivers cycle path (NCR 403) is less appropriate for housing development. 
Landscape advice has been sought to understand the constraints associated with limiting residential 
development to the north of the North Rivers cycle path.  

CP12 - Are there any uses that would be most suitable for Harden’s Farm and New Leaze’s Farm 

The Future Chippenham Draft Concept Framework (Appendix A) identifies the re-use of both 

farms as a focus of future local centre and employment development. 

Site 2 - Land South Chippenham and East of Showell Farm  

CP5 - How can these concept plans be improved?  

We suggest that the built development areas in the concept plans should be restricted to areas where 
environmental, landscape, topographical and flood risk constraints are of less impact in relative terms. Future 
Chippenham has prepared a Draft Concept Framework (Appendix A) following extensive evidence in technical 
papers and carefully considered design. 

CP6 - Do you agree with the range of uses proposed, what other uses should be considered?  

The Future Chippenham Project Team generally supports the range of uses proposed and suggests that other 
uses, listed below, should also be considered;  

1. Neighbourhood Centre;  
2. Extension to Country Park  
3. Additional locations for appropriate employment uses.  

CP7 - Do you agree with the location of the proposed uses? 

While we generally support the location of the proposed uses, we suggest that schools should be co-located 
within or near the local centre in order to create nodes of community intensity, promote the flexible use of 
buildings, space and resources, and underpin the viability of local retail and service provision. The local centre 
should be served by a bus stop and provide for cycle parking. 
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CP8 - Do you agree with the location and amount of employment provided on Sites 1 and 2? 

Future Chippenham suggests that the scale and nature of employment uses in the residential location should 
be re-considered.  We recommend that employment uses located Future Chippenham should benefit from the 
greatest possible co-location and that they should be sited where they would best benefit from good and 
appropriate levels of accessibility within Future Chippenham and within and beyond the town.  

Future Chippenham recommends that employment uses should be located where activities would have 
minimal environmental and landscape impacts. There is potential for employment land to be located 
south-east of Showell Farm close to the A350 Junction.  This strategic location is near to the main 
employment area at Showell Farm within South West Chippenham. The area would be suitable for an 
employment campus for both light industrial and offices, subject to evidence on potential market need 
and demand.  

CP9 - Do you agree with the proposed locations for self-build and custom build housing? Would you 
prefer alternative locations? Explain  

Self-build and custom build housing could and will be accommodated within Future Chippenham and the 
Project Team will be keen to investigate appropriate locations further.  

CP10 - Do you agree with the proposed sites for renewable energy? Is there a particular type of 
renewable energy that should be provided?  

Future Chippenham welcome the provision of a renewable energy facility at site 2, subject to detailed master 
planning. This could contribute towards the employment land requirements for the site. We also consider that 
significant other opportunities will be explored in detail across the whole of the site as part of the master 
planning process, in accordance with Key Theme 1, and in conjunction with relevant consultees. The Project 
Team acknowledge the need for renewable energy infrastructure and confirm it will be incorporated into the 
overall scheme as well as potentially within green infrastructure areas, for example ground source heat pump 
technology or using the River Avon as heat or hydropower resource. An electricity network could be delivered 
that allows investment in smart grids and energy storage.  Smart grids involve a variety of operation and energy 
measures including; smart meters, smart appliances, renewable energy generation, communication and 
information technology.  

The integrated network can embed multiple renewable energy generators in a Virtual Power Plant. Installation 
of community renewable energy generation scheme (generating more than is needed by the development) and 
two-way grid connectors to feed back to the grid any excess energy generated on-site will help offset carbon 
emissions and generate revenue for the community. Electric vehicle charging will be integrated in the Virtual 
Power Plant to ensure that maximum advantage is taken of the potential of the batteries to provide storage. All 
energy infrastructure will be climate change resilient. 
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3.5. Rep 9 – Settlement profile  

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 refers 
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to 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[1] Wiltshire Council Local Plan Review: Chippenham HMA Alternative Development Strategies (January 2021), Page 9 

[2] Wiltshire Council Local Plan Review: Emerging Spatial Strategy (January 2021), page 11t 
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4. Addressing Climate Change and 
Biodiversity Net Gain  

Consultation Question A1: Land-use policies need to be evidence based, realistic, viable and 
achievable. Is it reasonable to assume that the Local Plan can deliver outcomes that significantly 
reverse existing carbon emission trends before 2030? 

The Local Plan can no doubt deliver outcomes that place new development on the pathway to 

carbon neutrality by 2030 and in the process of doing so it can contribute to new and existing 

development reducing carbon emissions, particularly in new development allocations.  

Future Chippenham is committed to delivering the outcome of a Net Zero carbon development, as 

set out at the beginning of these representations. 

Consultation Question A2: What practical and achievable steps should the Local Plan take to 
significantly reduce carbon emissions by 2030? 

The Local Plan could mandate carbon neutral new development with appropriate phasing through the 
preparation of a properly evidenced Net Zero planning framework allowing for increasingly stringent targets 
over time and clear identification of the implementation actions. 

The council could expand the remit of the Local Plan and develop evidence-based policies to make existing 
development carbon neutral covering the refurbishment of buildings, the production and storage of renewable 
energy and the sequestration of carbon at scale. 

Future Chippenham is committed to delivering the outcome of a Net Zero carbon development, as 

set out at the beginning of these representations. 

Consultation Question A3: How should these actions be delivered and measured? 

The council will need to consider the appropriate action delivery mechanisms working with its partners and with 
developers.  An adequate monitoring framework will need to be in place to ensure effectiveness of policy in the 
future. 

Future Chippenham is committed to working with the council to identify appropriate delivery 

mechanisms and monitoring frameworks. 

Consultation Question B1: If we are to successfully tackle flood risk and promote sustainable water 
management, would the measures set out above go far enough? 

The measures set out in the document with reference to Policy Theme 1 – Tackling Flood Risk and Promoting 
Sustainable Water Management are comprehensive.  

One additional aspect that requires consideration, perhaps through a separate policy theme, is Overheating in 
Indoor and Outdoor areas as a result of a changing climate.  

Minimisation of overheating of outdoor areas can be achieved through a variety of measures including 
enhancing Green Infrastructure, enhancing air movement and shading, avoiding reflection and heat absorbing 
surfaces, and reducing combustion engine vehicles. 

Overheating of indoor spaces, on the other hand, can be avoided through the incorporation of design measures 
including green roofs, optimal building orientation controlling solar gain, shading, mixed mode and cross 
ventilation strategies. 

Future Chippenham highlights that such measures are considered in the Future Chippenham Concept 
Framework Water Infrastructure section: The new development will use natural flood management and 
sustainable drainage (SuDS) techniques to mimic nature and manage surface water drainage close to where 
rainfall falls. The constructed wetland features will also provide new riparian habitat and an attractive setting for 
homes and employment. Water neutrality is the long-term aim. This would be achieved by limiting new demand 
for potable water and using alternative sources of water including: onsite rainwater, recycled grey water and 
possibly recycled blackwater to replace mains potable water. 
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In addition, the Sustainable Buildings section sets that that All buildings will be highly energy and water 
efficient, seeking to meet energy needs from renewable energy. As far as possible they will adopt passive 
cooling measures and external shading to avoid overheating. 

Consultation Question B2: If we are to successfully enhance Green/Blue Infrastructure (GBI) and 
biodiversity, would the measures set out above go far enough? 

Yes, they are a good set of measures. Future Chippenham will identify specific net gain through 

consultation with statutory consultees and reflect these within the Concept Masterplan.  Future 

Chippenham is committed to delivering the outcome of biodiversity net gain set out at the beginning 

of these representations. 

 

Consultation Question B3: If we are to successfully plan for a net zero carbon future through 
sustainable design and construction, would the measures set out above go far enough? 

Yes, they are a good set of measures. Future Chippenham Draft Concept Framework proposals are in full 
alignment with these as set out in the Sustainable Buildings section - All buildings will be highly energy and 
water efficient, seeking to meet energy needs from renewable energy. As far as possible they will adopt 
passive cooling measures and external shading to avoid overheating. Preference will be given to low carbon 
materials, such as wood, being used for construction. In addition, employment buildings and schools should be 
net producers of renewable energy as far as feasible and practical. All buildings will be healthier and more 
affordable to run. 

Consultation Question B4: Is the move to a position where all new development is rated as zero carbon 
achievable from the date the Local Plan is adopted (i.e. from 2023)? How might this be achievable and if 
not, why not? 

Moving to a position where all new development is rated as zero carbon achievable will imply tightening 
standards over time between 2023 and 2030 so that development constructed after 2030 will be net zero 
carbon but any development built before that date will increasingly have net zero characteristics and can be 
retrofitted at a later stage for the characteristics that are not net zero. One aspect to note here is the 
requirement for new development not be dependent on gas for heating from the outset, instead heat to be 
provided through renewable sources such as heat pumps. 

Consultation Question B5: Would a move to support the delivery of zero carbon new development 
materially affect scheme viability? 

An abrupt move to deliver zero carbon new development is likely to affect scheme viability so it is important that 
a transition period is provided for the development industry and local housing market to adapt. 

Consultation Question B6: In terms of performance standards for new buildings, what method(s) 
should the Council aim to implement? For example, should we rely on current Building Regulations, or 
the Government’s proposed ‘New Homes Standards’ (or any successor scheme, such as that promoted 
through the Planning White Paper) to achieve an uplift in the performance of new buildings? 

Current Part L Building Regulations do not deliver the type of buildings required to achieve net zero; nor do the 
Part L 2019 proposed changes nor rating standards such as BREEAM and the Home Quality Mark. They only 
address ‘regulated’ CO2 emissions associated with heating, cooling, ventilation, hot water, and lighting. This 
leaves unaccounted emissions from appliances (such as fridges, home entertainment systems, etc.). Embodied 
carbon, charging of electric vehicles and energy flows are also not considered. As more buildings look to be 
net-zero, balancing the grid energy flows will become more and more important. Again, the Building 
Regulations and existing rating systems do not address the idea of multiple buildings forming an energy 
system. 

It is important that the Council gives proper consideration on how the shortfalls above can be addressed so that 
new development in Wiltshire is placed on a pathway to net zero. 

Consultation Question B7: How should the Council support the retrofitting and modernisation of 
existing buildings to achieve higher performance and reduce carbon emissions? 

The Council could lead retrofit led regeneration of whole neighbourhoods, working with local people, ideas and 
skills, to create healthy sustainable communities. The delivery of high-quality whole home retrofits can be used 
as the catalyst for wider improvements. This could be linked to new development. 



WC_FCM-ATK-GEN-PL_XX-RP-AX-000001  
Representations to Wiltshire Council Local Plan 
C02 

 

Contains sensitive information           of33 

  
Delivery Integration Partnership Framework 

Consultation Question B8: If we are to make headway in terms of decarbonising energy production, 
consumption and emissions, would the measures outlined above go far enough? If not, what are we 
missing and how would additional measures be delivered? 

Agree that measures are comprehensive. Future Chippenham notes that section Energy Infrastructure of the 
Future Chippenham Draft Concept Framework set out the following: The development will be highly energy 
efficient with renewable energy produced locally. A gas network will not be provided as it is a fossil fuel. The 
new electricity network will be delivered in a manner that allows investment in smart grids and energy storage. 
Smart grids involve a variety of operation and energy measures including; smart meters, smart appliances, 
renewable energy generation, communication and information technology. The integrated network can embed 
multiple renewable energy generators in a Virtual Power Plant. Installation of community renewable energy 
generation scheme (generating more than is needed by the development) and feeding back to the grid will 
offset carbon emissions and generate revenue for the community. EV charging will be integrated in the Virtual 
Power Plant to ensure maximum advantage is taken of the potential of the batteries to provide storage. All 
energy infrastructure will be climate change resilient.  

Consultation Question B9: Should the Council set out policies that favour particular technologies, or 
should it encourage all technologies to provide green energy in Wiltshire?  

The Council should establish which technologies are suitable for its territory through a renewable energy 
strategy and encourage those through the Local Plan. See representation above for considerations already 
embedded in the Future Chippenham Draft Concept Framework. 

Consultation Question B10: Should the Local Plan set targets for the production and use of renewable 
energy? If so, what might they be and how would they be measured? 

The renewable energy strategy mentioned above should set out targets for the production and use of 
renewable energy in territory aiming at maximising local production and reduce reliance on national grid. See 
representation above for considerations already embedded in the Future Chippenham Draft Concept 
Framework. 

Consultation Question B12: If we are to tackle issues associated with air quality would the measures 
set out above go far enough and be effective in improving air quality in Wiltshire? If not, what measures 
are we missing and how should they be framed in land-use planning policy? 

Measures to reduce transport carbon emissions can be considered in terms of three categories: 

1) Avoid (reduction in energy demand) – reduce transport demand by reducing the number and/or length 
of trips; 

2) Shift (reduction in energy consumption) – cause demand to shift from less to more energy and 
emissions efficient transport modes (i.e. primarily from car to public transport or walking/cycling or road freight 
to rail); and 

3) Improve/Fuel (reduction in energy consumption) – improve the efficiency/emissions performance of the 
remaining fleet through efficiency improvements and/or changing energy source (electrification). 

Measures for new development will need to reduce vehicle travel (to address congestion and energy demand) 
and ensure that remaining trips are undertaken by zero tail-pipe emissions vehicles (to address carbon and 
also local air pollution).  

Consultation Question B13: What practical policy steps should the Local Plan take to significantly 
increase modal shift to public and active transport, and speed up the transition to greener fuelled 
vehicles? For example, how could the Council use planning policy to accelerate the roll-out off electric 
vehicle charging points in existing building stock? What challenges might impact policy 
implementation? How might these be overcome? 

The Council should develop robust evidence base to support the creation of planning policy to accelerate roll-
out of EV charging points as a key priority. Research suggests that people are more likely to purchase an 
electric vehicle if charging infrastructure is already in place where they live, as it reduces the requirement to 
charge during the day. Non-residential, particularly workplace charging, also has an important role to play; as 
battery sizes increase, people will also become even less reliant on journey charging points, and it is likely that 
they will rely more heavily on their home or work charging provision. Understanding the costs of installing EV 
charging infrastructure will be an essential requirement in order to determine what the reasonable minimum and 
optimum requirements for provision in new developments might be, and therefore what standards can be set 
out within planning policies. 
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Future Chippenham Draft Concept Framework (Appendix A) proposals include section on Electric Vehicles 
and Car Clubs - Future Chippenham will promote the use of electric vehicles for residents. Provision will made 
for reliable electric vehicle (EV) charging in both public and private parking spaces, including a significant 
proportion of rapid charging points, where possible this will be integrated into local renewable electricity 
generation. Affordable access to car clubs could be provided, which would be an attractive alternative to private 
car ownership. 

Consultation Question B14: The electricity grid system may not be able to cope with a rapid take-up of 
electric vehicles and the charging infrastructure needed to power them? What measures should the 
Council explore with Distribution Network Operators/Distribution Service Operators to resolve this? 

New development will require significant new power network infrastructure. From the outset, this should be 
delivered in a manner that allows investment in smart grids and energy storage as an alternative to larger 
traditional infrastructure.      

Where new developments look to meet carbon targets by bulk, and off-site, use of renewable generation, these 
generators can be embedded in a shared Virtual Power Plant (VPP). This aggregates the smaller generators in 
a way that can enhance a development’s market standing, and hence, possibly, its profitability.       

Initial strategic engagement with Distribution Network Operators regarding the future development should 
happen in conjunction with the council, not simply by developers.  

Close collaboration between developers, utility providers, and regulators will be required to ensure technical, 
financial and management models are developed to overcome barriers to delivery. 

Consultation Question B15: If all new development is to be future proof promote zero carbon living in 
energy production and consumption terms, what impact would this have on the design and viability of 
schemes? 

Zero carbon living in energy production and consumption terms will require application of circular economy 
principles to new development through maximising recycling, reuse and composting in territory (with waste 
being viewed as a resource) with minimal associated carbon emissions and low and decreasing percentage of 
construction and operational waste sent to landfill or incinerated over the short to long term. 

These considerations will impact design and viability of schemes as they will need additional space and 
investment, but they are a necessity to address the issue of depletion and over-consumption of natural 
resources. 

Future Chippenham Draft Concept Framework (Appendix A) includes a section on Waste Infrastructure - All 
buildings and infrastructure would be designed and constructed to minimise waste and promote resource 
efficiency. This would help the move towards a Circular Economy in which resources are kept in use for as long 
as possible and maximum value is extracted from them before they are recovered at the end of their life and 
turned into new products and materials. Houses will have adequate internal storage, usually within the kitchen, 
for the segregation of recyclable and compostable or reusable materials from other waste. Outside the 
buildings there will be enough storage space for the required waste receptables. Local waste management 
facilities will be developed or expanded to allow for integrated waste management that will be capable of 
dealing with waste streams that are sometimes neglected such as textiles. On site treatment of waste food can 
also be achieved, alongside garden waste, via anaerobic digestion and this could be linked closely to the 
energy infrastructure. Only non-recyclable or reusable waste, perhaps due to contamination, would be sent for 
incineration to enable energy recovery. All new waste infrastructure will be climate change resilient. 

 

5. Next Steps and Process 
Subject to clarification from Wiltshire Council as Planning Authority and as set out in these Representations, 
Future Chippenham is resourced to maintain the detailed work outlined below providing the evidence that the 
allocation of Future Chippenham is feasible, deliverable, viable and will deliver a great quality place in which to 
live, work, play and learn.  

 

  

[1] https://www.gov.uk/guidance/garden-communities/masterplanning 

https://wiltshirecouncil-my.sharepoint.com/personal/david_milton_wiltshire_gov_uk/Documents/Story.docx#_ftnref1
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/garden-communities/masterplanning
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Appendix A –Draft Concept Framework  
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Appendix B – Viability and Deliverability 
Technical Paper 
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Appendix C – Employment Technical Paper 
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Appendix D – Housing Technical Paper 
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Appendix E – Infrastructure Technical Paper 
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Appendix F – Sustainability Report 
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Appendix G – Draft Landscape Capacity 
Assessment  
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3rd Floor, County Gate,  
County Way, Trowbridge BA14 7FJ  
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To the Planning Officer, Wiltshire Council 
From:  
07/03/21 
 
 
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: 
 
Comments on Emerging Spatial Strategy (Chippenham) 
 
Housing Figures: It is not clear whether the housing figures set out in Paragraph 1.1 of the 
document are up to date and have been amended to reflect the changes to the 
Government’s Standard Method in December 2020, or the impact of the COVID-19 
pandemic and economic recession on population and migration figures. I do not agree that 
there should be two housing figures (a lower and higher figure) as this confuses things. The 
Government has provided a Standard Method to calculate a housing figure for an area and 
this should be the only figure that is used. The higher figure is questionable particularly 
since the 2019 Local Housing Needs Assessment, from which this figure is derived, is based 
on even earlier projections of economic growth taken from the 2017 Economic 
Development Needs Assessment. Given the subsequent economic recession due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, together with the fact that Wiltshire Council have not justified using a 
higher figure in aid of Paragraph 73 of the NPPF, there appears to beno justification for 
setting a higher figure of 45,630, and the Standard Method figure of 40,840 should be used. 
I object to the use of the higher figure when the Standard Method will be challenging 
enough to meet given the downward economic trend. 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. 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: I 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. These sites are able to deliver substantial numbers of homes on small footprints 
(e.g. the 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. I 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). The CTC Neighbourhood Plan has requested that 
Wiltshire Council provide a figure for the neighbourhood area, but this has not been 
forthcoming. I do not agree with the approach proposed that an indicative housing figure be 
provided for an urban area, and request that this is changed to follow government 
guidance, and separate figures should be supplied to Chippenham for neighbourhood 
planning purposes: 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 the CTC Neighbourhood Plan in a 
number of ways. First, the ‘brownfield target’ is based on past windfall figures (brownfield 
and windfall are not synonymous). The CTC 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, I do not agree that the brownfield target should be in 
addition to the overall housing requirement figure. Secondly, I consider any brownfield 
target should align with the Plan period. I 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. I 
recommend that Wiltshire Council further investigate allocating brownfield sites in their 
Plan, to reduce the amount of greenfield development proposed.  
 
Addressing Climate Change & Biodiversity Net Gain 



 
A1: Land-use policies need to be evidence based, realistic, viable and achievable. Is it 
reasonable to assume that the Local Plan can deliver outcomes that significantly reverse 
existing carbon emission trends before 2030?  
 
Yes. It is possible for the plan to reduce dependency on car travel and to ensure future 
development is net carbon neutral. This would be in keeping with the policies being pursued 
by the CTC Neighbourhood Plan (e.g. on climate change, sustainable transport and electric 
vehicle charging). Imaginative approaches to transport across Wiltshire such as developing 
and connecting new rail stations (Devizes Gateway, Corsham and potentially Hullavington) 
with frequent, reliable, low carbon road transport, park and ride etc. could make a real 
impact on reducing the use of cars in Wiltshire and relieving traffic pressure on 
Chippenham. Any new roads built must prioritise cycling over car use, as an incentive to 
travel by sustainable transport modes and reverse carbon emissions. 
 
A2: What practical and achievable steps should the Local Plan take to significantly reduce 
carbon emissions by 2030? 
 
Please refer to CTC Neighbourhood Plan policies on carbon neutral development, 
sustainable construction, renewable energy, provision and enhancement of cycle paths, 
access to the bus network, electric vehicle charging infrastructure, biodiversity and green 
corridors as examples of policies I would like the Local Plan to emulate. 
 
A3: How should these actions be delivered and measured? 
 
They should be delivered through local employment-led development and policies such as 
the ones highlighted above. These should be measured in terms of their net carbon 
emissions over time and adjusted accordingly in line with Government and Wiltshire carbon 
reduction targets. 
 
B1: If I are to successfully tackle flood risk and promote sustainable water management, 
would the measures set out above go far enough?  
 
Avoid building on the low lying land adjacent to existing flood plains and within Flood Zones 
2 and 3, and to reduce future flooding risk to other communities in lower parts of the Avon 
such as Melksham, Bradford on Avon and Bath 
 
B2: If I are to successfully enhance our natural capital through place shaping and nature 
based solutions, would the measures set out above go far enough? 
 
Avoid building on land that will destroy natural capital, which is finite and irreplaceable, 
rather than trying to mitigate the consequences. 
 
B3: If we are to successfully plan for a net zero carbon future through sustainable design 
and construction, would the measures set out above go far enough? 
 



I would endorse the UKGBC approach and use of sustainability statements suggested, which 
CTC is looking to adopt in its Neighbourhood Plan Carbon Neutral Development policy. 
 
B4: Is the move to a position where all new development is rated as zero carbon achievable 
from the date the Local Plan is adopted (i.e. from 2023)? How might this be achievable and 
if not, why not?  
 
By undertaking viability assessments on strategic sites as part of the revised Plan, as is now 
required, the viability of proposed development will be clear from the outset and 
developers will price any additional costs into their land purchase. Once a clear policy has 
been set, the additional costs of carbon neutral development will fall rapidly, as this 
becomes the standard method of building and developing sites. Government net zero 
carbon targets require this to happen as soon as possible (i.e. from 2023 or sooner). I would 
like to see this policy adopted immediately. 
 
B5: Would a move to support the delivery of zero carbon new development materially affect 
scheme viability? Please refer to the answer given to B4 
 
B6: In terms of performance standards for new buildings, what method(s) should the 
Council aim to implement? 
 
The improvement in Part L of the Building Regulations being introduced as part of the 
Future Homes Standard is necessary but not sufficient in achieving net zero carbon 
development. The Government has indicated that it will not restrict local authorities from 
exceeding this standard, which many are already doing through their local plan policies. 
Please refer to the CTC Neighbourhood Plan Carbon Neutral Development policy for further 
guidance. 
 
B7: How should the Council support the retrofitting and modernisation of existing buildings 
to achieve higher performance and reduce carbon emissions? 
 
It should have policies which support the retrofit of insulation (including double glazing) and 
renewable energy generation devices (e.g. solar panels and ground source heat pumps). 
 
B8: If we are to make headway in terms of decarbonising energy production, consumption 
and emissions, would the measures outlined above go far enough? If not, what are we 
missing and how would additional measures be delivered? 
 
All development should be required to meet net zero carbon standards in line with the 
UKGBC approach (i.e. energy efficiency, on-site renewable energy and heat generation and 
carbon offset for any remaining operational emissions) with immediate effect if at 
allpossible. 
 
B9: Should the Council set out policies that favour particular technologies, or should it 
encourage all technologies to provide green energy in Wiltshire? 
 



It should allow for all technologies but take account of their effectiveness, efficiency and any 
potential environmental and social impacts. And accommodate future innovation in 
technologies. 
 
B10: Should the Local Plan set targets for the production and use of renewable energy? If so, 
what might they be and how would they be measured? 
 
Yes. Local Authorities have a key role in ensuring the UK meets its climate change targets. 
Section 18(1A) of the updated NPPF requires the planning system support the transition to a 
low carbon economy and in particular “should help shape places that contribute to radical 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions” and that “Plans should take a proactive approach 
to mitigating and adapting to Climate Change... in line with the objectives of the Climate 
Change Act.” I therefore recommend that the Local Plan sets a net zero target based on an 
assessment of its carbon reduction potential and develops policies consistent with this 
target. The generation of renewable energy will be critical in achieving this target, alongside 
sustainable development locations and carbon neutral development policy. A carbon 
inventory approach could be used to check progress 
 
B11: What steps should be taken to retrofit existing buildings with ultra-low or zero carbon 
forms of energy production? In particular, how could such technology be incorporated into 
buildings within sensitive locations such as Conservation Areas and/or Listed Buildings?  
 
Existing policy already allows for retrofitting and adapting existing buildings to 
accommodate ultra-low carbon or zero carbon forms of energy production in conservation 
areas and listed buildings, providing they are sympathetic to their setting and significance, 
and this balance should be maintained. 
 
B12: If we are to tackle issues associated with air quality would the measures set out above 
go far enough and be effective in improving air quality in Wiltshire? If not, what measures 
are we missing and how should they be framed in land-use planning policy? A local 
employment-led development approach, and supporting policies, would prevent large scale 
commuting and sustainable travel options within sites, and would reduce the need to use 
cars for local journeys. Employment development should be for high quality attractive jobs 
in order to minimise out-commuting and deliver the best value for our communities. Policies 
to control the use of wood burning stoves/heating in densely built-up areas would help 
reduce non-vehicular air pollution. Increasing modal shift to public and active transport will 
not be achieved with the 'business as usual' approach to delivering cycling infrastructure or 
bus improvements as previously seen in Chippenham. A comprehensive strategy for cycling, 
walking and public transport is needed to fully analyse current, future and potential 
demands, and to set out how continuous networks will be delivered. Even if this can only be 
delivered at the cost of the loss of on-street parking or vehicle access. Unless sustainable 
transport networks can be established which are as quick and safe as routes for motor 
vehicles, modal shift will not occur. Whilst the shift to greener fuelled vehicles will in part 
improve local air quality through the reduction of emissions, it is not an all-encompassing 
solution to our problems. More than half of the UK's electricity is produced through non-
renewable sources, and if electric vehicle uptake expands too quickly demand for power will 
in the short to medium term likely come from coal and gas. Electric cars still take up as 



much road space as petrol cars -meaning they will still cause congestion thereby making bus 
travel slower and less reliable. Electric vehicles will still sit idle in parking spaces on the side 
of roads for most of the day, limiting highway space which could be transferred to walking 
and cycling infrastructure, and results in severance for pedestrians and reduces the 
perception of safety for cyclists. 
 
B13: What practical policy steps should the Local Plan take to significantly increase modal 
shift to public and active transport, and speed up the transition to greener fuelled vehicles?  
 
Install on-street EV charging infrastructure throughout Chippenham and in other parts of 
the county (particularly larger market towns) as soon as possible. Whilst sustainable 
transport infrastructure can encourage some modal shift, it has to be complemented with 
travel demand management. Inexpensive and plentiful parking results in the use of private 
car being the easiest mode choice, even for basic trips. A policy is therefore required to seek 
a reduction in parking supply and an increase in the cost of parking. Should the distributor 
road that will serve the proposed development in the south and east of Chippenham be 
formally proposed in the Local Plan then supporting policies will be required which limit 
through-traffic within Chippenham by implementing restrictions to private cars, and to 
transfer existing highway space to cycle, walking and bus infrastructure. Consideration 
should be given to transport hubs at strategic locations, intercepting longer distance trips by 
private vehicle and providing sustainable means of onward travel to employment, retail, 
leisure and education. 
 
B14: The electricity grid system may not be able to cope with a rapid take-up of electric 
vehicles and the charging infrastructure needed to power them? What measures should the 
Council explore with Distribution Network Operators/Distribution Service Operators to 
resolve this? 
 
More local renewable energy generation and policies which support this. Wiltshire should 
be more proactive in terms of working out how the distributor grid should work effectively. 
 
B15: If all new development is to be future proof and promote zero carbon living in energy 
production and consumption terms, what impact would this have on the design and viability 
of schemes? 
 
Forward thinking policies of the type described above. Viability will quickly catch up. 
 
 
Planning for Chippenham  
 
CP1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should 
they be higher or lower? 
 
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? If not, why 
not? 
 
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. 
 
CP5. How can these concept plans be improved? I am  surprised at the level of detail shown 
on the concept plans/masterplans at this early stage in the process. This level of detail is not 
strategic, and the Local Plan should not be dealing with this. It should be left to the CTC 
Neighbourhood Plan (and adjoining neighbourhood plans where sites fall outside the CTC 
Parish) to deal with, since community input has shaped the CTC Design Guide, and the CTC 
Guide can then be translated into an appropriate masterplan. 
 
CP6. Do you agree with the range of uses proposed, what other uses should be considered? 
I broadly agree with the range of uses. The inclusion of renewable energy uses will be 
critical in achieving UK climate change targets. 
 
CP7. Do you agree with the location of the proposed uses? What should be located where -
and why? 
 
Please see my response to CP5 that I believe the CTC Neighbourhood Plan is best placed to 
masterplan sites within the CTC Parish, according to the CTC Design Guide principles and 
community input into this. I am concerned with the location of employment land and local 
centre on Site 1. This should be located further south at the heart of the site, rather than on 
its outskirts adjacent to the Chippenham-Calne cycle path. Located here, noise and lighting 
generated from these uses would have an adverse impact on the quality of the green 
corridor, identified by the CTC Neighbourhood Plan as important for amenity, tranquillity 
and biodiversity. A local employment-led development approach and supporting policies to 
reduce car dependency should dictate the location of employment land and prevent large 
scale commuting, whilst sustainable travel options within sites would reduce the need to 
use cars for local journeys. Green space along the development site boundaries should not 
be left as farmland and there should be substantial tree belts planted to offset carbon, 
increase biodiversity, prevent future urban sprawl, and screen views of new development 
from the countryside. 
CP8. Do you agree with the location and amount of employment provided on Sites 1 and 2? 
 
I have concerns that simply allocating employment land does not guarantee employers will 
locate there or necessarily attract the skilled employment opportunities to allow people to 



live near where they work. The CTC Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Vision Survey found that the 
third most important thing that the local community wanted to see in a ‘future 
Chippenham’ was that the town was ‘attractive to business and employment’.8ha of 
employment land does not appear sufficient to support the new ‘sustainable communities’ 
being proposed, when compared to the 26.5ha of employment land required under the 
current Core Strategy and where fewer houses were being proposed. Employment sites 
should be required to accommodate a range of unit sizes/types, including incubator units. 
Evidence collected from the Neighbourhood Plan is that existing employment land in 
Chippenham at Bumpers Farm Industrial Estate, Methuen Park and Parsonage Way does not 
have additional space or capacity for incubator units, despite there being demand for 
smaller units of less than 5000 sq. ft. in the local area. Future allocated employment land is 
either not being built out, or if it is being built out is being developed for large 
distribution/warehouse units, which are less beneficial for the local economy and job 
market.A key requirement is that employment land be located where it can be easily 
accessed by sustainable transport. Please refer to answer to CP7 regarding the location of 
employment on Site 1. 
 
CP9. Do you agree with the proposed locations for self build and custom build housing? 
Would you prefer alternative locations?  
 
No comments to make. 
 
CP10. Do you agree with the proposed sites for renewable energy? Is there a particular type 
of renewable energy that should be provided? 
 
I agree that there should be sites proposed for renewable energy and the CTC 
Neighbourhood Plan is exploring this. However, renewable energy sites identified on the 
concept plans would need to be larger than shown to actually make a difference/be viable. 
Solar energy and wind energy (away from any residential areas) were found tobe the local 
community’s preferred type of renewable energy on new sites at the Neighbourhood Plan’s 
Future Energy Needs community workshop.  
 
CP11. Site 1 –Do you agree with the proposal for some housing to be located north of the 
North Rivers cyclepath? 
 
I do not agree with built up areas (either north or south) being located adjacent to the cycle 
path, which has been identified by the CTC Neighbourhood Plan as a green corridor. Located 
here, noise and lighting would have an adverse impact on the quality of the green corridor 
in terms of amenity, tranquillity and biodiversity. Housing located north of the cycle path 
would be contrary to policies in Bremhill’s Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
CP12. Site 1 –Are there any uses that would be most suitable for Hardens Farmand New 
Leazes Farm? 
 
Agriculture/food production. 
 



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. 
 
Yours sincerely  
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Spatial Planning 
Economic Development and Planning 
Wiltshire Council  
County Hall  
Trowbridge  
BA14 8JQ  
 
By E-mail: spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk  

 
Our Ref: 32689/A3/JA 

 
9th March 2021 

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
LOCAL PLAN REVIEW CONSULTATION 
LAND TO THE WEST OF A365, SHURNHOLD, MELKSHAM, WILTSHIRE, SN12 8DG 
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF BLOOR HOMES SOUTH WEST 
 
INTRODUCTION 

 

We write on behalf of Bloor Homes South West to provide a response in respect of the above 

consultation.  

 

Bloor Homes South West supports the Council in progressing with the Local Plan Review and 

welcomes the opportunity to provide comments at this stage. We realise that the current consultation 

does not relate to site-specific matters and have therefore avoided reiterating detailed site -specific 

merits of our client’s potential land interests at land to the west of A365, Shurnhold, Melksham within 

this response, however we would welcome the opportunity to engage with the Council to discuss the 

opportunity this site provides to provide sustainable development in due course.  

 

Please find enclosed the following documents: 

 

• Land to the west of A365, Shurnhold: Site Location Plan; 

• Response Forms in respect of: 

o Emerging Spatial Strategy; 

o Planning for Melksham;  

o Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity Net Gain; and 

o Supporting Evidence. 

 

 

mailto:spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk
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EMERGING SPATIAL STRATEGY 

 

Plan Period 

 

It is imperative that the Local Plan Review (LPR) is undertaken as soon as possible, and the current 

consultation is a positive step forward in that respect.  However, the proposed plan period of the LPR 

is 2016 – 2036 with the Council’s latest Local Development Scheme (July 2020) anticipating that the 

LPR will be adopted in the first quarter of 2023. This means that at the very earliest (and not allowing 

for any slippage in plan preparation as compared with the current LDS) the start date of 2016 will 

be at least six years in the past upon adoption of the plan.  

 

With regards to the proposed plan period end date of 2036, Paragraph 222 of the NPPF sets out that 

strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15-year period from the date of adoption, to 

anticipate and respond to long-term requirements and opportunities. If the LPR is adopted in the 

first quarter of 2023, there would be only 13 years remaining. It is considered that a more appropriate 

plan period would be 2020 – 2040 and that the housing supply proposed should be considered and 

set out against this amended plan period.  

 

Housing Requirement 

 

The HBF set out that the Council should be more ambitious and set a greater housing requirement 

(which should be expressed as a minimum figure). We agree with the rationale and statements made 

by the HBF in their representations. 

 

The Spatial Strategy and Distribution of Development 

 

The Council’s strategic housing policies are now over five years old and, under the provisions of NPPF  

Paragraph 73, the requirement to be used in the 5-year housing land supply calculation is now based 

on the Local Housing Need figure. Accordingly, the Council’s latest Housing Land Supply Statement, 

published in December 2020, indicates that there is a 4.56-year land supply in the county. As a result, 

the Council have accepted that it cannot demonstrate the requisite 5-year deliverable supply in 

Wiltshire and the ‘presumption in favour’ is activated as per paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF . We 

therefore welcome the local plan ’s preparation and would stress that this is pressing and should be 

undertaken in a timely manner. It is moreover essential that a  range and choice of deliverable sites 

will be required to ensure that the plan includes a resilient housing land supply (including affordable 

housing provision) over the plan period. 

 

Strategic policies should include a trajectory illustrating the expected rate of housing delivery over 

the plan period, and all plans should consider whether it is appropriate to set ou t the anticipated 

rate of development for specific sites, as set out in Paragraph 73 of the NPPF. Whilst we appreciate 

that the current consultation is at an early stage in the LPR, much greater emphasis will be needed 

in order to prepare and demonstrate a robust trajectory in later stages of plan preparation.  

 

The spatial strategy sets out the roles of settlements and the apportionment of growth to settlements. 

The settlement hierarchy set out in Core Policy 1 – Settlement Strategy of the adopted Wiltshire Core 

Strategy will not be changed by the LPR. The LPR will set housing requirements for each main 

settlement (Principal Settlements & Market Towns) and designated areas for neighbourhood planning. 

Within the main settlements the housing requirement is translated into a brownfield target. 
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Core Strategy Policy 1 identifies Melksham as a Market Town which is defined as ‘settlements that 

have the ability to support sustainable patterns of living in Wiltshire through their current levels of 

facilities, services and employment opportunities [with] potential for significant development’. The 

Emerging Spatial Strategy continues to define Melksham as a Market Town. 

 

It is imperative that the spatial distribution of housing in the LPR contributes to sustainable 

development (in order to comply with Paragraph 7 of the NPPF). Within the Market Towns, the Interim 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) demonstrates that some settlements are more sustainably located and 

have better access to services and facilities. A greater level of growth should be directed towards 

settlements with greater sustainability credentials.  For example, the SA recognises the potential for 

a higher level of growth at Melksham. The SA moreover recommends that there should be an increase 

in the growth requirement at ‘the less environmentally constrained settlement of Melksham’. We 

support such an approach and land to the west of A365, Shurnhold represents a suitable, available 

and deliverable site which is not subject to any unresolvable environmental or technical constraints 

to its allocation for residential development.  

 

The Revised NPPF has also introduced a new definition for affordable housing. Whilst the Original 

NPPF identified in the Glossary at Annex 2 that affordable housing should be provided for households 

“whose needs are not met by the market”, the Revised NPPF adds that this includes “housing that 

provides a subsidised route to home ownership and/or is for essential local workers” . The LPR should 

ensure that these needs are addressed through the housing requirement  

 

We agree with the HBF’s recommendation that a contingency of at least 20% is applied to provide 

sufficient flexibility to respond to changing circumstances over the plan period.  

 

Neighbourhood Planning 

 

The LPR sets the strategic context for neighbourhood planning. Local communities will be encouraged  

to determine for themselves where additional development takes place by the preparation of a 

Neighbourhood Plan. At Paragraph 3.4 the Emerging Spatial Strategy states that sites ‘may be selected 

by local communities if they are progressing or reviewing a neighbourhood plan. In other places, it 

will be the role of the Local Plan Review’ . We express caution in this approach. Whilst not objecting 

to Neighbourhood Planning in general, as set out in Paragraph 29 of the NPPF, it should be made 

clear that Neighbourhood Plans should not promote less development than set out in the strategic 

policies for the area or undermine those strategic policies.  The chain of conformity should be clearly 

set out with Neighbourhood Plans having to conform with the LPR. Notwithstanding this, there are 

significant advantages that come with allocating sites solely through the Local Plan in terms of its 

effectiveness to deliver its own stated objectives which should not be underestimated. 

 

Brownfield Development 

 

Whilst supportive of the principle of brownfield development, the NPPF’s promotion of making an 

effective use of land through making best use of PDL (at Para 117) is not a ‘brownfield -first’ policy. 

The emphasis in the LPR should be on ensuring that the most sustainably located and deliverable 

sites are allocated.   
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It will need to be ensured that the LPR does not place an overreliance on previously developed sites. 

We reserve the right to comment on this further as and when specific sites are allocated. However, 

our client would initially note that: 

• Brownfield and windfall sites are a finite resource. The Council has suffered from a housing 

land supply shortage and the more readily available/deliverable urban sites have already been 

developed. A brownfield target derived from past build rates is therefore objected to and is 

not considered appropriate; 

• It is questionable whether all sites on the Council’s Brownfield Land Register truly meet the 

2019 NPPF definition of being ‘deliverable’ (which set a higher bar than the previous version 

of the NPPF) and further interrogation of this is recommended as part of the plan’s 

preparation. An over-reliance on development of brownfield sites in urban areas runs the risk 

of having a lack of ‘deliverable’ sites in the LPR which would negatively impact on the ability 

to provide a five-year housing land supply (an issue currently faced in the Authority) and 

housing affordability; 

• In order to ensure the plan’s soundness, it should be based on a proportionate evidence base 

and the level of new homes to be delivered via brownfield sites should be fully evidenced and 

scrutinised with a proper account of deliverability and viability constraints;  

• Delivering brownfield land often involves developers and landowners reviewing and agreeing 

the viability of development sites with local authorities  to agree a viable level of affordable 

housing, public open space and the appropriate housing mix etc in the light of the viability 

evidence. This should be factored in when considering how the plan will deliver on its 

affordable housing requirement. Whilst the Vacant Building Credit can assist with 

deliverability, it reduces the affordable housing capable of being sought on development sites. 

This is particularly relevant as the 2018 ONS median workplace-based affordability ratio shows 

that on average, full-time workers could expect to pay an estimated 7.8 times their annual 

workplace-based earnings on purchasing a home in England and Wales. This compares with 

an affordability ratio of 9.82 for Wiltshire, indicating that issues of affordability are particularly 

prevalent; 

• While city centre locations and brownfield sites are the most appropriate place for higher 

density development, by their nature, urban developments provide a greater proportion of 1 

and 2-bedroom apartments and a limited supply of family homes. One response to the Covid-

19 pandemic has been that people are seeking a greater level of private amenity space.. 

Accordingly, locations on the edge of settlements where a lower density of development with 

adequate private and public outdoor amenity space can be provided will be required to 

supplement the requirement for other types of housing.  

 

PLANNING FOR MELKSHAM 

 

ME1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 

 

The overall housing requirement for Melksham is proposed at 3,950 homes with a residual 

requirement of 2,585 homes (at 1 April 2019). The Local Housing Needs Assessment (2019) is the 

latest evidence base document on housing need in Wiltshire and this provides figures for each housing 

market area but not at an individual settlements-level. 

 

As previously set out, we consider that in order to comply with Paragraph 7 of the NPPF (and 

contribute to the achievement of sustainable development), a greater level of housing should be 
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distributed towards Melksham given its sustainability credentials and lack of environmental 

constraints (as set out in the SA). 

 

The Formulating Alternative Development Strategies paper states that “in terms of transport 

infrastructure, Chippenham and Melksham appear the best served settlements in the HMA possibly indicating 

potential for higher growth” (emphasis added). There should moreover be recognition that Melksham will benefit 

from further transport infrastructure investment in the form of the A350 Eastern bypass, which was consulted 

on in November 2020 following receipt of funding from DfT.  

 

We do not agree with a brownfield target being set and have concerns (as set out above) with the 

target set on the basis of deliverability and that it may harm the effectiveness of the LPR.  

 

ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? Are there any other sites we 

should be considering? 

 

The LPA should consider land to the west of A365, Shurnhold (as shown on the enclosed Site Location 

Plan) as a potential development option which would contribute to the soundness of the LPR.  

 

The site comprises approximately 10 hectares of predominantly agricultural and, with some hard-

standing and warehousing. It is located adjacent to the A365 road, which is known as Shurnhold, 

and it lies to the west of Melksham.  

 

For the most part the site fronts onto the A365, wrapping around a small complex of converted farm 

buildings operating as Shurnhold Farm Business Park. Shurnhold Farm House is a grade II listed 

building located adjacent to the road and between the business park and the site on the road 

frontage. On the opposite side of the road is a wider residential area, comprising modern housing 

set behind older dwellings along the Shurnhold road frontage. Persimmon Homes’ George Ward 

Gardens is located on a former school site on the east of Bath Road.  

 

The allocation of the site and its development would provide a number of benefits, as set out below: 

 

• The proposals would provide a range and choice of family housing in an area where there is 

an identified shortage of housing. The proposals are being progressed by a housebuilder with 

a track record of delivering high quality development at Melksham. The emerging proposals 

will meet the NPPF’s definition of ‘deliverable’ and can be progressed early in the plan period 

assisting the Council in having a resilient housing land supply in the LPR;  

• The site is sustainably located within walking and cycling distance of the town’s facilities and 

amenities, the train station and is located within close proximity of bus stops; 

• Any new development would seek to enhance and embrace existing landscape features on 

the site, including the boundary hedgerows (where possible), and would provide green 

infrastructure, making a positive contribution to people’s quality of life and wellbeing ; and 

• The site is of low biodiversity value and the proposal would present some opportunities to 

increase biodiversity. 

 

The site has previously been submitted to the SHELAA (Ref: 3310). The SHELAA identifies the 

following: 

 

• Suitable: Yes. No suitability constraints 
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• Achievable: Yes (Residential) 

• Available: Yes 

• Deliverable: Yes 

• Capacity: 287 

• Developable: In short-term 

 

The SHELAA assessment shows that the site scores positively (green) for accessibility and landscape, 

and neutral (amber) for flood risk, heritage and traffic. The Stage 2A and Stage 2B overall judgement 

indicates that the site should be taken forward for further consideration and states: 

 

“Site is adjacent to the settlement boundary. Developing this site would have potential heritage and 

landscape impacts. The site has open views from Shurnhold Road and mitigation may be required to 

the west to reduce the impact of urban encroachment into the rural setting. Possible harmful impacts 

on settings of listed buildings.  

 

However, at this stage, the site can proceed to Stage 3 Sustainability Appraisal where more detailed 

comments on possible impacts will be sought. 

 

It would be appropriate to combine this site with 3352 to consider one logical extension to the town.” 

 

The Planning for Melksham consultation document shows the site as forming part of potential 

development site for assessment Site 12 (which also includes SHELAA site 3352). In respect of Site 

12 the document states: 

 

• Site has direct access onto Bath Road. 

• Developing this site would have potential heritage and landscape impacts. 

• The site has open views from Shurnhold Road and mitigation may be required to the 

west to reduce the impact of urban encroachment into the rural setting.  

• Possible harmful impacts on the settings of listed buildings.  

• There are areas of flood zone 2 and 3 to the east, south and west of the site.  

• The site is in close proximity to Sewage Treatment Works.  

• The site is separated from the rest of the urban area by the railway line.  

 

The site has been the subject of an appeal by Gladman for 263 dwellings which was dismissed in 

June 2016 (LPA Ref: 14/11919/OUT, PINS Ref: APP/Y3940/W/15/3132915). The application 

comprised a departure from the Development Plan with the site being located outside of albeit 

adjacent to settlement limits. Key messages from the Planning Inspector’s appeal decision include:  

 

• There would be less than substantial harm on the significance of three  grade II listed 

buildings, namely Shurnhold Farm, Shurnhold House and the cottages at 40-42 Bath 

Road;  

• The Inspector identified that the site does not comprise part of a ‘valued landscape 

within the meaning of paragraph 109’ of the NPPF although there would be relatively 

localised harm on landscape character. The inspector acknowledged that the masterplan 

and landscaping suggestions would go some way to mitigating that harm however;  

• The site could be acceptably developed with respect to flood risk and drainage;  
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• It was concluded that the proposal’s effect on the local highway network would be 

acceptable and that the access arrangements (which were proposed in detail through 

the application) would be satisfactory; 

• Whilst substantial weight was attached to the proposal’s contribution towards housing 

land supply this was tempered by the fact that the site was promoted at that time by a 

land promoter (rather than directly by a housebuilder) which means that development 

would have to have been marketed following the grant of planning permission (had that 

been forthcoming); and 

• The proposal would have resulted in increased economic activity and construction work 

for the period of construction with an attendant boost to the local economy. Minor 

benefits would include the potential for increased biodiversity . 

 

The Inspector concluded that the matters were ‘finely balanced’ as part of the determination of the 

appeal. The appeal demonstrated that the site is not subject to any unresolvable technical constraints 

to its development. The fact that the site is now being promoted directly by a housebuilder with a 

track record of delivery in the local area (rather than a land promoter) lends further support to the 

site’s deliverability credentials. 

 

The emerging development proposals provide an opportunity to significantly improve on t he previous 

indicative masterplan and deliver a sensitive scheme which respects the surrounding landscape 

character and has an acceptable effect on the listed buildings.  

 

The proposals will be worked up based upon a thorough understanding of the site’s landscape 

character and the heritage assets with involvement of the Council and key stakeholders. Whilst the 

proposals have not yet been worked up, it is anticipated that a lower quantum of development 

compared with the previously dismissed appeal will be progressed (at circa 200-250 homes). This 

will enable greater levels of mitigation; including the retention of viewing corridors and a set -back 

from the road frontage. The NPPF stipulates that the plan making process should involve the 

balancing of various sustainability objectives; integral to that balancing exercise is the need to 

consider mitigation (see paragraph 32 – extracted below): 

 

“Local plans and spatial development strategies should be informed throughout their preparation by 

a sustainability appraisal that meets the relevant legal requirements. This should demonstrate how 

the plan has addressed relevant economic, social and environmental objectives (including 

opportunities for net gains). Significant adverse impacts on these objectives should be avoided and, 

wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued. 

Where significant adverse impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation measures should be proposed 

(or, where this is not possible, compensatory measures should be considered).”  

 

Drawing the above together, any restrictive requirements or constraints set by the emerging Local 

Plan should be based upon a proportionate evidence base, including considera tion of whether any 

mitigation measures can be implemented. To rule out otherwise highly sustainable development at 

the plan-making stage on the basis of such evidence would not accord with the soundness test of 

“justified”. It would also give rise to a significant issue in justifying the Local Plan by reference to 

the test in paragraph 11 of the Framework, against which the overall compliance with the Framework 

will be assessed. Landscape and heritage evidence in support of the emerging masterplan proposals 

for the site will be submitted as the preparation of the plan progresses in order to demonstrate the 

site’s acceptability. 
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The site is not subject to any ‘Planning Constraints’ listed on the Council’s Local Plan Review 

Consultation Interactive Map; it is not Green Belt, Local Green Space, subject to any Flood Risk  

statutory biodiversity designations. 

 

In summary, it is therefore considered that the LPA should consider land to the west of A365, 

Shurnhold as a potential development option which would contribute to the soundness of the LPR. 

 

ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? What type and 

form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 

In order to contribute towards sustainable development, land that is well served by existing and 

proposed facilities, amenities and infrastructure should be considered most appropriate to build. 

Given the existing housing land supply issues in Melksham and Wiltshire, it is imperative that 

deliverable sites which are unencumbered by significant constraints should be given considered.  

 

A portfolio approach to site selection should be adopted, including a range of different sizes and 

locations around Melksham. Evidence of market demand for different types of accommodation should 

be used to help inform the site selection process along with the benefits of sites coming forward 

which are actively promoted by housebuilders with a strong track record of delivery  at Melksham. 

 

ADDRESSING CLIMATE CHANGE AND BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN 

 

Whilst broadly supportive of climate change and biodiversity net gain measures, we agree with the 

representations submitted by the HBF on these proposed policies.  

 

Any new policy measures need to be based upon a proportionate evidence base to be found ‘sound’ 

and this should include an assessment of their impact upon viability; both on an individual site level 

and on a whole-plan basis to ensure that other policy aspirations are not unduly impacted (e.g., 

affordable housing). 

 

Viability will be a key issue in determining the soundness of the LPR. The viability of individual 

developments and plan policies should be tested at the plan making stage. Without a robust approach 

to viability assessment, land will be withheld from the market and housing delivery wi ll be threatened, 

leading to an unsound Plan and the housing requirement not being met. This will be particularly 

important in the aftermath of uncertainties caused by the Covid-19 pandemic and Brexit. This further 

lends support for the identification of deliverable sites when allocating housing land, such as that 

proposed at land to the west of A365, Shurnhold. 

 

SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 

 

At this stage, our client’s comments are limited to the Interim Sustainability Appraisal - we support 

the SA in recommending that there should be an increase in the growth requirement at ‘the less 

environmentally constrained settlement of Melksham’ . 
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CONCLUSION 

 

We trust that the above representations will be duly considered as part of the LPR’s preparation. We 

would welcome the opportunity to discuss our comments further with you and in particular engage 

with you on land east of Melksham being promoted by Bloor Homes South West. In the meantime, 

please let me know if you have any questions in relation to any of the above. 

 

Yours faithfully, 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STRAT420 
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9	March	2021	
	

Dear	Sir	/	Madam,		
	
Wiltshire	Council	Local	Plan	Review	
Andrew	Black	Consulting	on	behalf	of	1215	Heritage	Homes		
Land	at	Southampton	Road,	Alderbury			
	
I	write	on	behalf	of	my	client	1215	Heritage	Homes,	owner	of	land	at	Wagtails	in	Southampton	
Road,	Alderbury	in	response	to	the	Local	Plan	Review	consultation.		
	
The	representation	set	out	in	this	letter	are	made	in	the	context	of	paragraph	35	of	the	NPPF	
which	states	that	plans	are	sound	if	they	are:		
	
(a)	Positively	prepared	–	providing	a	strategy	which,	as	a	minimum,	seeks	to	meet	the	area’s	
objectively	assessed	needs19;	and	is	informed	by	agreements	with	other	authorities,	so	that	
unmet	need	from	neighbouring	areas	is	accommodated	where	it	is	practical	to	do	so	and	is	
consistent	with	achieving	sustainable	development;	
(b)	Justified	–	an	appropriate	strategy,	taking	into	account	the	reasonable	alternatives,	and	
based	on	proportionate	evidence;	
(c)	Effective	–	deliverable	over	the	plan	period,	and	based	on	effective	joint	working	on	cross-
boundary	strategic	matters	that	have	been	dealt	with	rather	than	deferred,	as	evidenced	by	
the	statement	of	common	ground;	and	
(d)	Consistent	with	national	policy	–	enabling	the	delivery	of	sustainable	development	in	
accordance	with	the	policies	in	this	Framework.	
	
Footnote	19	as	attributed	to	part	a	of	paragraph	35	is	relevant	in	the	consideration	of	these	
representation	and	this	states	that:		
	
Where	this	relates	to	housing,	such	needs	should	be	assessed	using	a	clear	and	justified	
method,	as	set	out	in	paragraph	60	of	this	framework.		
	
Paragraph	60	states	that:		



 
 

2                                                                                                  Wiltshire	Council	Local	Plan	Review	
																										Andrew	Black	Consulting	on	behalf	of	1215	Heritage	Homes		

																												Land	at	Southampton	Road,	Alderbury			
 

To	determine	the	minimum	number	of	homes	needed,	strategic	policies	should	be	informed	
by	a	local	housing	need	assessment,	conducted	using	the	standard	method	in	national	
planning	guidance	–	unless	exceptional	circumstances	justify	an	alternative	approach	which	
also	reflects	current	and	future	demographic	trends	and	market	signals.	In	addition	to	the	
local	housing	need	figure,	any	needs	that	cannot	be	met	within	neighbouring	areas	should	
also	be	taken	into	account	in	establishing	the	amount	of	housing	to	be	planned	for	
	
This	guidance	has	been	taken	into	account	in	the	preparation	of	these	representations	and	is	
referred	to	throughout.		

Background	to	Site		

This	plan	shows	my	client’s	land	edged	in	red.	1215	Heritage	Homes	also	owns	the	land	to	
the	NW	(edged	blue	for	5	houses)	which	has	benefit	of	planning	for	a	total	of	5	houses	which	
has	been	established	through	a	series	of	applications	(16/04775/FUL;	18/07786/FUL;	and	
18/10448/FUL),	all	of	which	were	granted	permission	at	appeal.	These	permissions	have	
been	implemented	and	construction	of	the	homes	are	underway.		

	

Figure	1	–	site	plan	

The	land	in	red	has	been	subject	to	several	applications	for	development	as	housing	with	the	
most	recent	for	32	dwellings	(19/11206/OUT)	submitted	in	November	2019.	An	appeal	on	
the	grounds	of	non-determination	was	submitted	in	August	and	this	is	currently	being	
determined	by	the	Planning	Inspectorate.		

The	land	to	the	north	of	the	site	has	the	benefit	of	planning	permission	for	50	houses	and	
has	equally	been	implemented	by	the	construction	of	the	access	road	and	relocation	of	the	
sports	pitches.	This	means	that	my	client’s	land	is	effectively	surrounding	by	built	up	form	on	
all	four	sides.		
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The	site	directly	to	the	north	of	the	site	of	Firs	Road	in	Alderbury	was	refused	outline	
planning	permission	(17/04001/OUT)	by	Wiltshire	Council	in	December	2017	for	The	
development	proposed	is	residential	development	of	up	to	50	dwellings,	associated	parking	
and	access	(off	Firs	Road),	open	space	and	infrastructure,	relocated	guide	hut,	new	pre-
school	building	and	land	to	extend	existing	primary	school	playing	fields.		

This	decision	was	subsequently	overturned	at	appeal	(APP/Y3940/W/18/3200041)	in	
December	2018	following	a	public	inquiry.	The	inspector	addressed	the	issue	of	settlement	
boundaries	within	paragraphs	11	of	the	decision	letter	where	it	is	stated	that:		

11.	 The	appeal	site	lies	within	the	SWCA.	Amongst	other	things,	the	CS	identifies:	a	
minimum	housing	requirement	of	10,420	dwellings	in	this	part	of	Wiltshire	and;	
Alderbury	as	a	Large	Village	with	a	settlement	boundary.	The	site	lies	outside	but	is	
adjacent	to	the	adopted	village	settlement	boundary.		

12.	 The	settlement	boundaries	were	drawn	many	years	ago	to	cater	for	the	housing	
needs	of	the	former	Wiltshire	Structure	Plan	and	formed	part	of	the	Salisbury	District	
Local	Plan.	The	mere	age	of	these	boundaries	do	not	render	them	out-of-date	and	
they	remain	part	of	the	development	plan.	However,	as	set	out	within	part	of	the	
LPA’s	evidence	base	for	the	CS,	the	settlement	boundaries	“are	out	of	date	and	do	
not	reflect	the	current	urban	form”	and	“will	need	to	be	reviewed	later	to	ensure	
that	they	are	fit	for	purpose.”		

13.	 As	I	saw	during	my	site	visit,	the	adopted	settlement	boundary	for	Alderbury	
excludes	numerous	areas	where	development	has	taken	place	since	this	boundary	
was	identified.	It	was	drawn	to	take	account	of	a	very	different	housing	
requirement	to	the	CS	and	no	longer	reflects	the	evolved	urban	form	of	the	village.	
In	2016	it	was	found,	in	respect	of	land	adjacent	to	part	of	the	southern	edge	of	the	
appeal	site	(Wagtails),	that	there	was	“limited	evidence	to	demonstrate	that	the	
boundary	in	this	locality	is	reflective	of	the	current	urban	form	or	that	it	reflects	
current	local	and	national	policy.”	The	LPA	has	not	identified	any	new	evidence	
that	would	justify	reaching	a	different	conclusion.		

14.	 The	divisional	Member	and	the	Parish	Council’s	representative	both	informed	me	
that	they	consider	the	adopted	settlement	boundary	for	Alderbury	to	be	out-of-date.	
I	also	note	that	this	boundary	was,	in	effect,	set	aside	by	the	decision	of	the	LPA	to	
grant	planning	permission	in	2017	for	28	dwellings	and	a	health	centre	on	land	at	
Matrons	College	Farm	(ref.	13/02543/OUT)		

15.	 I	note	the	findings	made	by	Inspectors	on	some	other	sites	in	Wiltshire	where	the	
respective	settlement	boundaries	were	deemed	not	to	be	a	constraint	to	
development.	However,	the	above	noted	admission	by	the	LPA	during	the	CS	
examination	and	the	subsequent	decisions	at	Matrons	College	Farm	and	Wagtails,	as	
well	as	the	current	urban	form	of	the	village,	significantly	undermine	the	LPA’s	
argument	that	the	adopted	settlement	boundary	for	Alderbury	is	not	out-of-date.		

16.	 I	concur	with	the	appellant,	the	local	Member	and	the	Parish	Council’s	
representative	that	the	Alderbury	settlement	boundary	is	now	out-of-date.	Both	
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main	parties	informed	me	that	such	a	finding	would	engage	the	tilted	balance,	as	set	
out	within	paragraph	11	(d)	(ii)	of	the	National	Planning	Policy	Framework	(the	
Framework).		

17.	 My	attention	has	been	drawn	to	the	Consultation	Draft	Wiltshire	Housing	Site	
Allocations	Plan	(SAP)	that	was	published	in	2017	and	the	emerging	Wiltshire	Local	
Plan	Review	(eLP).	Amongst	other	things,	the	SAP	includes	a	revised	settlement	
boundary	for	Alderbury.	This	Plan	is	at	an	early	stage	of	the	plan-	making	process	
and	carries	limited	weight.	As	the	eLP	is	at	an	earlier	stage	of	preparation,	I	agree	
with	both	main	parties	that	it	carries	very	limited	weight.	Neither	the	SAP	nor	the	eLP	
are	determinative	to	the	outcome	of	this	appeal.		

Representations	were	made	as	part	of	the	Site	Allocations	Plan	but	the	settlement	boundary	
for	Alderbury	remained	unchanged.	It	is	considered	that	the	Emerging	Spatial	Strategy	
remains	the	only	opportunity	to	remedy	what	has	been	considered	to	be	an	out-of-date	
settlement	boundary.	The	Emerging	Spatial	Strategy	would	not	be	considered	sound	if	the	
boundary	were	not	modified	to	reflect	this.		

Housing	Need		
	
The	Emerging	Spatial	Strategy	sets	out	the	approach	to	the	subdivision	of	the	local	authority	
area	into	four	different	Housing	Market	Areas	(HMAs)	at	paragraph	2.14.	The	site	under	
control	of	my	client	is	situated	within	the	Southern	Wiltshire	Area	of	the	Salisbury	HMA.		
	
The	council	then	goes	on	to	set	out	the	way	in	which	housing	need	has	been	calculated	using	
both	the	accepted	National	Standard	Method	and	the	Local	Housing	Need	Assessment	which	
takes	into	account	the	needs	associated	with	longer	term	migration	and	economic	forecasts.	
This	sets	out	that	for	the	Salisbury	HMA	the	need	derived	from	the	standard	method	is	
10,470	additional	dwellings	over	the	plan	period	(2016-2036)	with	the	need	derived	from	
the	Local	Housing	Need	Assessment	being	slightly	higher	at	10,975	dwellings.		
	
No	objections	are	raised	to	the	method	for	the	calculation	of	housing	need	for	the	HMA.		
	
Brownfield	Land	
	
Paragraph	3.8	of	the	Emerging	Spatial	Strategy	sets	out	that	the	plan	will	introduce	a	
brownfield	target	for	an	indicactive	number	of	homes	to	be	built	over	the	initial	10	year	
period	of	the	plan	using	previously	developed	land.	This	is	emphasised	in	paragraph	3.13	
which	states:		

National	planning	policy	has	a	particular	emphasis	upon	‘deliverable	housing	site’.	The	
Council	is	required	to	identify	and	sustain	a	constant	supply	of	deliverable	land	for	housing	
development	throughout	the	plan	period.	The	more	definite	opportunities	there	are	identified	
on	brownfield	land,	the	larger	will	be	a	supply	of	deliverable	housing	sites.	As	a	source	of	
supply,	opportunities	identified	on	brownfield	sites,	offer	a	wider	choice	of	homes,	but,	
importantly,	they	are	a	contingency	that	boosts	the	supply	of	deliverable	housing	sites;	part	
of	the	supply	of	deliverable	land	the	Council	is	required	to	maintain.	The	local	community,	
landowners	and	developers,	and	in	particular	neighbourhood	planning,	all	have	a	central	role	
to	play	in	identifying	these.	
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Appendix	One	of	the	Emerging	Spatial	Strategy	sets	out	further	information	of	The	Role	and	
Function	of	Brownfield	Targets.	The	table	in	paragraph	17	of	the	appendix	shows	the	
individual	calculations	for	each	main	settlement	and	HMA.		
	
	

	 	
Figure	2	–	Brownfield	Targets	for	HMAs	

	
The	glossary	of	the	NPPF	defines	Previously	Developed	Land	as	follows:	

Previously	developed	land:		 Land	which	is	or	was	occupied	by	a	permanent	structure,	
including	the	curtilage	of	the	developed	land	(although	it	
should	not	be	assumed	that	the	whole	of	the	curtilage	
should	be	developed)	and	any	associated	fixed	surface	
infrastructure.	This	excludes:	land	that	is	or	was	last	
occupied	by	agricultural	or	forestry	buildings;	land	that	has	
been	developed	for	minerals	extraction	or	waste	disposal	by	
landfill,	where	provision	for	restoration	has	been	made	
through	development	management	procedures;	land	in	
built-up	areas	such	as	residential	gardens,	parks,	recreation	
grounds	and	allotments;	and	land	that	was	previously	
developed	but	where	the	remains	of	the	permanent	
structure	or	fixed	surface	structure	have	blended	into	the	
landscape.		
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As	part	of	the	most	recent	application	for	development	of	the	land	under	the	control	of	my	
client,	it	was	agreed	by	the	council	that	the	site	falls	within	the	definition	of	Previously	
Developed	Land	within	the	committee	report	and	this	also	forms	an	agreed	matter	in	the	
Statement	of	Common	Ground	between	the	Appellant	and	the	Council	as	part	of	the	current	
appeal	which	is	currently	under	determination.		
	
Housing	Target		

The	Emerging	Spatial	Strategy	sets	out	the	overall	housing	requirements	across	the	Salisbury	
HMA	as	follows:		

	

Figure	3	–	Housing	Requirement	for	Salibusy	HMA		

The	most	recent	Housing	Land	Supply	Statement	produced	by	the	Council	was	published	in	
December	2020	with	a	base	date	of	April	2019.	The	Statement	shows	that	the	council	
currently	has	a	deliverable	five	year	housing	land	supply	of	4.56	years.	Table	3a	of	the	
Statement	sets	out	the	Housing	Land	Supply	across	each	of	the	different	HMAs	established	
for	the	wider	Wiltshire	Plan	Area	as	follows:		

Figure	4	–	Housing	Land	Supply	for	HMAs		
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The	Housing	Delivery	Test	results	published	in	February	2020	shows	a	delivery	of	149%	
against	the	required	3-year	target	meaning	that	no	measures	are	in	place	for	the	council	at	
the	present	time.		

Of	significant	concern	is	the	lack	of	any	trajectory	to	demonstrate	how	the	council	seeks	to	
deliver	housing	over	the	plan	period	and	how	the	shortfall	in	housing	delivery	will	be	made	
up.	Paragraph	73	sets	out	the	following	guidance	in	relation	to	this	matters:		

Strategic	policies	should	include	a	trajectory	illustrating	the	expected	rate	of	housing	delivery	
over	the	plan	period,	and	all	plans	should	consider	whether	it	is	appropriate	to	set	out	the	
anticipated	rate	of	development	for	specific	sites.	Local	planning	authorities	should	identify	
and	update	annually	a	supply	of	specific	deliverable	sites	sufficient	to	provide	a	minimum	of	
five	years’	worth	of	housing	against	their	housing	requirement	set	out	in	adopted	strategic	
policies,	or	against	their	local	housing	need	where	the	strategic	policies	are	more	than	five	
years	old.		

The	Planning	Practice	Guidance	provides	further	guidance	on	addressing	past	shortfalls	in	
housing	completions	against	planned	requirements:		

Where	shortfalls	in	housing	completions	have	been	identified	against	planned	requirements,	
strategic	policy-making	authorities	may	consider	what	factors	might	have	led	to	this	and	
whether	there	are	any	measures	that	the	authority	can	take,	either	alone	or	jointly	with	
other	authorities,	which	may	counter	the	trend.	Where	the	standard	method	for	assessing	
local	housing	need	is	used	as	the	starting	point	in	forming	the	planned	requirement	for	
housing,	Step	2	of	the	standard	method	factors	in	past	under-delivery	as	part	of	the	
affordability	ratio,	so	there	is	no	requirement	to	specifically	address	under-delivery	
separately	when	establishing	the	minimum	annual	local	housing	need	figure.	Under-delivery	
may	need	to	be	considered	where	the	plan	being	prepared	is	part	way	through	its	proposed	
plan	period,	and	delivery	falls	below	the	housing	requirement	level	set	out	in	the	emerging	
relevant	strategic	policies	for	housing.	

Paragraph:	031	Reference	ID:	68-031-20190722	

Revision	date:	22	July	2019	

It	is	not	considered	that	the	council	has	sought	to	adequately	illustrate	the	housing	
trajectory	within	the	local	plan	to	give	any	certainty	on	how	the	housing	requirement	will	be	
delivered	within	the	plan	period	and	the	shortfall	addressed	in	the	early	years.		

Distribution	of	Development	–	Rural	Communities		

As	set	out,	Alderbury	is	considered	to	be	a	Large	Village	within	the	context	of	the	Wiltshire	
Core	Strategy	Policy	1	which	sets	out	the	Settlement	Strategy.	The	Emerging	Settlement	
Strategy	does	not	seek	to	change	this	hierarchy	and	Alderbury	continues	to	be	considered	
under	the	policies	associated	with	Rural	Housing.		
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The	NPPF	sets	out	the	approach	to	rural	housing	in	paragraph	78	as	follows:		

To	promote	sustainable	development	in	rural	areas,	housing	should	be	located	where	it	will	
enhance	or	maintain	the	vitality	of	rural	communities.	Planning	policies	should	identify	
opportunities	for	villages	to	grow	and	thrive,	especially	where	this	will	support	local	services.	
Where	there	are	groups	of	smaller	settlements,	development	in	one	village	may	support	
services	in	a	village	nearby.		

The	Planning	Practice	Guidance	goes	on	to	set	out	how	planning	policies	can	support	
sustainable	rural	communities	as	follows	(with	emphasis	added):		

People	living	in	rural	areas	can	face	particular	challenges	in	terms	of	housing	supply	and	
affordability,	while	the	location	of	new	housing	can	also	be	important	for	the	broader	
sustainability	of	rural	communities.	Strategic	policies	will	need	to	be	informed	by	an	
understanding	of	these	needs	and	opportunities,	especially	where	authorities	in	designated	
rural	areas	wish	to	demonstrate	that	it	is	appropriate	to	set	lower	thresholds	for	affordable	
housing	than	those	which	apply	generally.	
	
The	nature	of	rural	housing	needs	can	be	reflected	in	the	spatial	strategy	set	out	in	relevant	
policies,	including	in	the	housing	requirement	figures	for	any	designated	rural	areas.	A	wide	
range	of	settlements	can	play	a	role	in	delivering	sustainable	development	in	rural	areas,	so	
blanket	policies	restricting	housing	development	in	some	types	of	settlement	will	need	to	
be	supported	by	robust	evidence	of	their	appropriateness	

Paragraph:	009	Reference	ID:	67-009-20190722	

Revision	date:	22	07	2019	

The	council	has	set	out	the	approach	to	Rural	Housing	within	the	Local	Plan	review	within	
the	‘Empowering	Rural	Communities’	paper	which	is	published	alongside	the	Emerging	
Spatial	Strategy.	The	approach	to	delivery	of	housing	within	Local	Service	Centres	and	Large	
Villages	is	set	out	within	the	Empowering	Rural	Communities	paper	as	below:		

36. In	rural	areas,	the	Local	Plan	spatial	strategy	will	set	an	appropriate	more	modest	
scale	of	growth	overall	and	set	out	housing	requirements	for	Local	Service	Centres	
and	Large	Villages.		
	

37. These	housing	requirements	may	be	met	over	the	plan	period	by	several	means.	By:		
• Existing	planning	permissions	and	plan	allocations	that	have	not	yet	been	

implemented		
• New	homes	on	sites	within	settlement	boundaries12

	

	
• Schemes	permitted	in	accordance	with	revised	Core	Policy	44	(above)		
• Site	allocations	in	plans		

	
Footnote	12	in	relation	to	new	homes	within	settlement	boundaries	is	of	relevance	and	
states	that:		
	
Generally,	these	will	be	opportunities	for	small	infill	plots	and	conversions,	but	may	also	
occasionally	involve	the	re-use	of	larger	brownfield	sites.	
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This	approach	is	then	set	out	within	the	wording	for	the	New	Core	Policy	in	relations	to	
Housing	Requirements	for	Neighbourhood	Area	Designations	in	the	Rural	Area.		
	
As	set	out,	the	site	is	considered	by	both	the	site	owner	and	the	council	to	constitute	
Previously	Developed	Land	and	would	fall	to	be	considered	as	a	brownfield	site.	The	land	
under	the	control	of	my	client	falls	outside	of	the	defined	settlement	but	is	surrounded	on	
all	sides	by	current	and	future	development	and	would	therefore	fall	under	consideration	of	
infilling.		
	
	
The	delivery	of	homes	from	previously	developed	land	outside	of	settlement	boundaries	has	
not	been	adequately	considered	within	the	Empowering	Local	Communities	Paper	or	the	
Emerging	Spatial	Strategy	in	general	and	it	is	considered	that	there	is	a	lack	of	effectiveness	
of	the	policies	in	the	context	of	the	NPPF.		
	
The	Empowering	Local	Communities	Paper	goes	on	to	set	out	the	approach	to	assessing	
housing	requirements	for	rural	areas	as	follows:		
	

39. The	general	presumption	against	speculative	housing	proposals	outside	a	settlement	
will	apply.	Site	allocations	will	generally	be	carried	out	by	neighbourhood	plans.	
Where	this	is	not	the	case,	it	may	be	necessary	for	the	Council	to	allocate	sites.	This	
may	be	achieved	by	a	review	of	the	Wiltshire	Housing	Site	Allocations	Plan.		
	

40. Where	there	is	or	will	be	a	neighbourhood	plan	this	will	be	the	housing	requirement	
for	the	neighbourhood	area	designation.	The	requirement,	by	supporting	the	
strategic	role	of	these	rural	settlements,	supports	the	overall	strategy	for	the	pattern	
and	scale	of	development	in	the	County.		

	
41. Neighbourhood	plans	will	need	to	have	regard	to	the	requirements	that	apply.	The	

plan’s	policies	and	proposals	need	to	be	in	general	conformity	with	the	Local	Plan.	
This	is	a	basic	condition	required	to	be	met	by	all	neighbourhood	plans.	What	new	
homes	each	community	plans	for	will	need	to	take	account	of	evidence	of	local	need	
and	what	opportunities	exist.	Requirements	give	an	indication	of	the	levels	necessary	
to	support	the	role	of	the	settlement.	Actual	levels	determined	by	each	community	
may	be	less	or	more	depending	on	local	evidence.		

	
42. Elsewhere	in	the	countryside,	including	areas	where	neighbourhood	designations	do	

not	include	a	Large	Village	or	Local	Service	Centre,	local	communities	will	determine	
themselves,	without	a	requirement,	what	housing	proposals	are	appropriate	for	their	
area,	so	long	as	they	are	in	general	conformity	with	the	Local	Plan.	A	community	
may	wish	to	bring	forward	a	housing	scheme	without	preparing	a	neighbourhood	
plan.	In	these	circumstances	a	neighbourhood	development	order	or	planning	
application	would	be	considered	solely	against	policies	contained	in	the	Local	Plan.		

The	Alderbury	and	Whaddon	Neighbourhood	Plan	area	was	designated	in	April	2014,	
however	there	has	been	no	progress	in	the	preparation	of	a	neighbourhood	plan	since.	
There	is	a	lack	of	clarity	within	the	Empowering	Local	Communities	paper	and	the	Local	Plan	
in	general	on	how	housing	requirements	are	to	be	brought	forward	in	such	scenarios.		
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The	Empowering	Local	Communities	paper	goes	on	to	set	out	the	housing	requirement	
across	the	separate	HMAs	within	the	Council	as	follows:		
	
	

	
Figure	5	–	Housing	Requirements	for	HMAs		

	
Appendix	one	of	the	paper	goes	onto	give	further	guidance	on	the	Housing	Requirements	for	
Local	Service	Centres	and	Large	Villages.		
	
Table	2.5	sets	out	the	housing	requirements	for	the	Large	Villages	in	the	Salisbury	HMA	as	
set	out	below:		
	

	
Figure	6	–	Housing	Requirement	for	Large	Villages	in	Salisbury	HMA	
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The	method	for	calculating	the	baseline	housing	requirement	for	each	of	the	villages	is	set	
out	within	appendix	1	of	the	Empowering	Local	Communities	Paper.	In	summary	this	takes	a	
constraints	based	approach	to	lower	the	baseline	(Step	D)	before	adding	a	housing	
requirement	for	the	remaining	unconstrained	area	(Step	E).		
	
There	is	a	full	list	of	constraints	set	out	for	Step	D	but	no	such	detail	for	Step	E	and	there	is	a	
distinct	lack	of	clarity	in	whether	the	approach	seeks	to	take	a	brownfield	first	approach	as	
advocated	in	the	wider	Emerging	Spatial	Strategy.	It	is	also	considered	that	this	approach	
does	not	take	into	account	the	requirement	for	delivery	from	small	and	medium	sized	sites	
as	advocated	in	paragraph	68	of	the	framework	as	follows	(with	emphasis	added):		

Small	and	medium	sized	sites	can	make	an	important	contribution	to	meeting	the	housing	
requirement	of	an	area,	and	are	often	built-out	relatively	quickly.	To	promote	the	
development	of	a	good	mix	of	sites	local	planning	authorities	should:		

a)			 identify,	through	the	development	plan	and	brownfield	registers,	land	to	
accommodate	at	least	10%	of	their	housing	requirement	on	sites	no	larger	than	one	
hectare;	unless	it	can	be	shown,	through	the	preparation	of	relevant	plan	policies,	
that	there	are	strong	reasons	why	this	10%	target	cannot	be	achieved;		

b)			 use	tools	such	as	area-wide	design	assessments	and	Local	Development	Orders	to	
help	bring	small	and	medium	sized	sites	forward;		

c)			 support	the	development	of	windfall	sites	through	their	policies	and	decisions–	
giving	great	weight	to	the	benefits	of	using	suitable	sites	within	existing	
settlements	for	homes;	and		

d)			 work	with	developers	to	encourage	the	sub-division	of	large	sites	where	this	could	
help	to	speed	up	the	delivery	of	homes.		

The	land	under	the	of	my	client	in	Alderbury	is	capable	of	accommodating	approximately	30	
dwellings	on	a	highly	sustainable	site,	surrounded	by	residential	housing.	It	would	fall	to	be	
considered	as	a	medium	sized	site	which	can	make	an	important	contribution	to	meeting	the	
housing	requirement	of	the	area.		
	
Of	further	concern	is	the	high	requirement	for	delivery	under	the	category	of	‘elsewhere’	or	
‘residual	requirement’,	which	in	the	Salisbury	HMA	represents	590	dwellings	or	11%	of	the	
total	housing	requirement	for	the	HMA.	Paragraph	89	pf	the	Empowering	Rural	
Communities	sets	out	the	following	commentary	in	relation	to	this	element	of	the	housing	
supply:		

The	residual	housing	requirement	for	the	rest	of	the	housing	market	areas	are	also	shown.	
These	are,	essentially,	the	expected	level	of	windfall	development	(e.g.	infill,	rural	exception	
sites,	community	led	schemes)	that	could	be	met	at	Small	Villages	and	other	smaller	
settlements	across	the	rural	parts	of	each	HMA.		

The	latest	Housing	Land	Supply	Statement	sets	out	the	historic	delivery	from	Windfall	
Permissions	across	the	district	and	shows	a	recessionary	trend	of	delivery	from	such	
permissions.		
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Figure	7	–	Historic	Delivery	from	Windfall	Permissions	

		
Paragraph	70	of	the	NPPF	sets	out	the	approach	for	councils	in	respect	of	windfall	sites	as	
follows:		

Where	an	allowance	is	to	be	made	for	windfall	sites	as	part	of	anticipated	supply,	there	
should	be	compelling	evidence	that	they	will	provide	a	reliable	source	of	supply.	Any	
allowance	should	be	realistic	having	regard	to	the	strategic	housing	land	availability	
assessment,	historic	windfall	delivery	rates	and	expected	future	trends.	Plans	should	consider	
the	case	for	setting	out	policies	to	resist	inappropriate	development	of	residential	gardens,	
for	example	where	development	would	cause	harm	to	the	local	area.		

Delivery	from	windfall	permissions	is	likely	to	have	been	derived	in	some	part	from	
permitted	development	rights	such	as	office	to	residential	conversions	of	which	there	is	only	
limited	supply.	There	is	little	evidence	to	suggest	that	delivery	from	windfall	permissions	will	
continue	at	the	average	rate	as	suggested	by	the	council	and	as	such	the	high	reliance	on	
delivery	of	windfall	sites	is	not	robust	or	justified	within	the	emerging	spatial	strategy.		
	
Overall	the	constraints	led	approach	being	taken	by	the	council	is	not	considered	to	be	
effective	for	the	delivery	of	housing	from	the	large	villages	nor	does	it	take	into	account	the	
opportunities	for	brownfield	development	within	existing	large	villages.	The	constraints	
based	approach	does	not	take	into	account	the	significant	opportunity	for	sustainable	
development	in	some	of	the	large	villages	such	as	Alderbury	where	there	a	wide	range	of	
services	which	can	cater	for	additional	development	over	and	above	many	of	the	Larger	
Villages.		
	
Furthermore,	the	approach	and	high	reliance	of	delivery	from	windfall	sites	is	not	considered	
to	be	a	justified	or	effective	approach	for	the	delivery	of	housing.		



 
 

13                                                                                                  Wiltshire	Council	Local	Plan	Review	
																										Andrew	Black	Consulting	on	behalf	of	1215	Heritage	Homes		

																												Land	at	Southampton	Road,	Alderbury			
 

	
Sustainability	Appraisal	–	Reasonable	Alternatives		
	
An	integral	part	of	producing	a	sound	Local	Plan	is	for	the	council	to	demonstrate	that	they	
have	adequately	considered	reasonable	alternative	approaches	to	the	delivery	of	the	spatial	
strategy.			
	
The	PPG	sets	out	consideration	on	how	a	Sustainability	Appraisal	should	assess	alternatives	
and	identify	likely	significant	effects	as	follows:		

The	sustainability	appraisal	needs	to	consider	and	compare	all	reasonable	alternatives	as	
the	plan	evolves,	including	the	preferred	approach,	and	assess	these	against	the	baseline	
environmental,	economic	and	social	characteristics	of	the	area	and	the	likely	situation	if	
the	plan	were	not	to	be	adopted.	In	doing	so	it	is	important	to:	

• outline	the	reasons	the	alternatives	were	selected,	and	identify,	describe	and	evaluate	
their	likely	significant	effects	on	environmental,	economic	and	social	factors	using	the	
evidence	base	(employing	the	same	level	of	detail	for	each	alternative	option).	Criteria	for	
determining	the	likely	significance	of	effects	on	the	environment	are	set	out	in	schedule	1	
to	the	Environmental	Assessment	of	Plans	and	Programmes	Regulations	2004;	

• as	part	of	this,	identify	any	likely	significant	adverse	effects	and	measures	envisaged	to	
prevent,	reduce	and,	as	fully	as	possible,	offset	them;	

• provide	conclusions	on	the	reasons	the	rejected	options	are	not	being	taken	forward	and	
the	reasons	for	selecting	the	preferred	approach	in	light	of	the	alternatives.	

Any	assumptions	used	in	assessing	the	significance	of	the	effects	of	the	plan	will	need	to	be	
documented.	Reasonable	alternatives	are	the	different	realistic	options	considered	by	the	
plan-maker	in	developing	the	policies	in	the	plan.	They	need	to	be	sufficiently	distinct	to	
highlight	the	different	sustainability	implications	of	each	so	that	meaningful	comparisons	can	
be	made.	

The	development	and	appraisal	of	proposals	in	plans	needs	to	be	an	iterative	process,	with	
the	proposals	being	revised	to	take	account	of	the	appraisal	findings.	

Paragraph:	018	Reference	ID:	11-018-20140306	

Revision	date:	06	03	2014	

Alongside	the	Emerging	Spatial	Strategy,	the	council	has	published	a	series	of	papers	on	this	
matter	including	the	Formulating	Alterative	Development	Strategies	(ASDs)	Wiltshire	Council	
Salisbury	paper.	The	Alternative	Development	Strategies	as	set	out	within	this	paper	are	as	
follows:		

• SA-A	–	Roll	forward	the	Wiltshire	Core	Strategy	Distribution	of	homes	and	jobs		
• SA-B	–	Focus	on	Salisbury		
• SA-C	–	Focus	on	the	Rest	of	the	HMA		
• SA-D	–	Boscombe/Porton	New	Community		
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The	alternative	scenario	under	SA-C	for	Focus	on	the	Rest	of	the	HMA	is	ambiguous	and	lacks	
clarity	on	how	this	would	work	and	has	been	assessed.	The	justification	as	set	out	in	the	
ASDs	document	statement	that	the	scale	of	development	envisaged	for	the	rest	of	the	HMA	
would	take	the	form	of	a	number	of	sites	determined	in	large	part	through	the	preparation	of	
Neighbourhood	Plans.  

However	it	is	not	clear	on	how	other	forms	of	development	such	as	infill	/	brownfield	/	
previously	developed	land	would	be	considered	through	this	approach.	It	also	lacks	
consideration	of	areas	such	as	Alderbury	where	a	Neighbourhood	Plan	area	has	been	
designated	but	where	no	substantive	progress	has	been	made.		
	
Overall,	it	is	not	considered	that	the	council	has	adequately	considered	the	reasonable	
alternatives	as	required	in	order	for	the	Emerging	Spatial	Strategy	to	be	found	sound.	
Further	analysis	of	how	delivery	from	the	Large	Villages	must	be	properly	considered	in	
order	to	advance	a	sustainable	form	of	development	for	the	future	local	plan.				
	
Conclusions		
	
Overall	the	Council	has	clearly	sought	to	take	a	detailed	approach	to	the	development	of	the	
Emerging	Spatial	Strategy.	However,	for	the	reasons	set	out,	the	plan	cannot	currently	be	
considered	sound	when	assessed	against	the	requirements	of	paragraph	35	of	the	NPPF	
which	requires	several	aspects	to	be	complied	with.		
	
Positively	Prepared	–	the	constraints	based	approach	to	the	housing	allocation	for	Large	
Villages	fails	to	take	into	account	the	highly	sustainable	facilities	of	some	localities	such	as	
Alderbury	and	the	ability	of	these	areas	to	accommodate	additional	housing	growth.		
	
Justified	–	the	council	has	failed	to	adequately	assess	the	reasonable	alternatives	for	an	
uplifted	delivery	from	larger	villages	as	required	by	planning	guidance.		
	
Effective	–	the	approach	to	restricting	the	growth	of	larger	villages	whilst	failing	to	recognise	
development	potential	of	sustainable	locations	is	not	considered	to	be	an	effective	and	
sound	approach.		
	
Consistent	with	national	policy	–	the	emerging	spatial	strategy	fails	to	adequately	respond	
to	the	requirements	of	the	NPPF	to	prioritise	the	development	of	previously	developed	land	
in	addition	to	small	and	medium	sized	sites.		
	
Further	updating	and	modifications	of	the	emerging	spatial	strategy	is	required	in	order	for	
the	plan	to	be	found	sound.		
	
Yours	Sincerely		
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1. Introduction 

 
 

Knight Frank is instructed by the Landowner to submit these representations in response to the 

Regulation 18 Wiltshire Local Plan Review. The representations are made in respect of Land north of  

Staples Hill, Westwood, Wiltshire.  

 

A Site Location Plan is attached at Appendix 1 and a concept masterplan at Appendix 2.  

 

Where relevant, these representations will refer to the tests of soundness for local plans as per paragraph 

35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The four tests are as follows: 

 

• Positively prepared  

• Justified  

• Effective 

• Consistent with national policy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Context 

 
The site comprises two field parcels on the western edge of Westwood.  

 

In total, the site measures circa 6.90 hectares (Ha), on account of the northern field parcel comprising 

circa 5.09 Ha and the southern field parcel comprising 1.81 Ha.  

 

The land is currently used as arable farmland and sits immediately adjacent to the existing settlement 

boundary with residential development to the east. The site forms a logical extension to the settlement 

and is well defined and contained by its rural character and would allow development to meet the site’s 

boundaries comprising road infrastructure to the north and south and the existing settlement to the east.  

 

Westwood offers a range of day-to-day services and facilities. Avoncliff railway station, which provides 

direct access to Bath, Bristol, Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge and London, is approximately 0.7 miles (18 

minutes’ walk) from the sites northern boundary.  

 

The village is served by a frequent bus service, with two bus stops located to the south-east of the site 

at The Pastures and Boswell Road with services to Bath City Centre and Trowbridge. Buses to Bath 

commence at 7.23 am and the return services cease at 6.28 pm, thereby enabling future residents to 

access job opportunities that commence before 9 am and finish at 5.30pm. Buses to Trowbridge 

commence at 7.20 am and also provide adequate opportunity to access jobs starting at 8.30 am.   

 

The rail link provides further regular access to Bath, Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge and Westbury outside 

and throughout the aforementioned hours. These services provide sustainable transport options to and 

from the settlement throughout the day (5.30 am – 11 pm). The rail link provides access to the high-

speed line running from the south-west to London, with a total time of 1hr 45 minutes.  

 

Westwood has numerous services and facilities with Iford Primary School, Westwood Stores, a Post 

Office, Westwood Social Club and Downside Nurseries, all within 0.5km of the site. Bradford-on-Avon 

and Trowbridge are the nearest largest centres to the site, offering an extensive range of employment, 

education, retail and industrial facilitates. These are located 2 miles and 3.7 miles away from Westwood, 

respectively.  

 

The site is within reasonable walking distance to public transport, providing regular access to the 

locations identified above.  

 

The site is located within Flood Zone 1, at least risk from flooding. There are no national or locally listed 

heritage assets within the site’s boundary. A bridleway, reference WW00019 passes along the northern 

field boundary in a south west to north easterly direction.   

 



The site is subject to a Green Belt designation and would, at present, be contrary to the adopted spatial 

strategy. However, in assessing locations for development to inform the new Wiltshire Local Plan, 

sustainable rural villages should be considered for development. The site is well contained by robust 

physical features and it is considered that development of this site would represent very limited harm to 

the Green Belt. Whilst the site is currently open land it is contained by its urbanising influences and 

surrounding development resulting in minor contributions when considered against Green Belt criteria. 

 

The site is free from any further technical policy constraints that would preclude residential development 

and offers an opportunity for sustainable growth within a rural settlement. Westwood is recognised as a 

‘Large Village’. The settlements proximity to Trowbridge (Principle Settlement) and Bradford-on-Avon 

(Market Town) significantly boosts the sites access to a range of required services and facilities to 

support additional residential development.  

 

It is critical to the success of the new Local Plan that an emphasis is placed on delivering growth to 

sustainable rural areas, which was largely ignored through the adopted Core Strategy and is potentially 

at risk of being ignored again.  The existing Spatial Strategy limits allocations to a small number of larger 

sites in the urban fringes has not provided enough housing during the plan period, which has led to an 

undersupply of housing within the District. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3. Local Plan Representations 
 

The Emerging Spatial Strategy broadly replicates that within the adopted Core Strategy, the focus being 

development within the main settlements, namely Principle Settlements and Market Towns, as defined 

by Core Policy 1.  

 

Thereafter, settlements fall within the rural area and are defined as follows;  

 

- Local Service Centres,  

- Large Villages and, 

- Small Villages  

 

The Emerging Spatial Strategy continues to protect the rural area and the countryside only permitting 

these locations to respond to local housing need. 

 

Each of the respective Housing Market Area (HMA) development strategies has been informed by 

specific Area Development Strategy (ADS) papers. Of relevance to Westwood is the Trowbridge ADS 

which claims to have assessed reasonable alternative development strategies within the HMA.  

 

It is confirmed via the ADS that the current spatial strategy (adopted Core Strategy) has been rolled 

forwards via the Local Plan review in terms of forecasting scales of need and its distribution. Overall, the 

evidence informing the review suggests a need to plan for a modest 4% reduction in new homes needed 

over the plan period compared to 2006-2036 as illustrated within the table below. 

 

Principal 

Settlement/Market 

Town 

Wiltshire Core 

Strategy 

2006-2026 

Rolling 

forward for 

2016-36 

Bradford on Avon 595 570 

Trowbridge 6810 6520 

Warminster 1920 1840 

Westbury 1500 1435 

Rest of HMA 665 635 

Total 11490 11000 

Table 1 Housing requirements – Rolling forward the current strategy for 2016 - 2036 

 
Trowbridge as a HMA has previously experienced an undersupply due to its reliance upon large sites in 

the form of Urban Extensions. This has led to significant shortfalls occurring over numerous years. The 

issue primarily relates to infrastructure or environmental constraint, the latter being Bat Special Protection 

Areas (SPAs). The Green Belt designation coupled up with infrastructure and environmental constraint 

are what has primarily impinged upon Bradford upon Avon and the northern fringes of Westbury from 

accommodating additional growth. The Council therefore concludes via the ADS that there is limited 

scope for Green Belt review within rural areas for these reasons.  

 

It is our opinion that such justification is without merit. It fails to consider the role and function of 

settlements within the rural area and the ability these have to make a meaningful contribution towards 

the delivery of housing as well as fulfilling certain environmental objectives. 

  



The sentiment distilled within the Empowering Rural Communities paper to ‘not frustrate local initiatives 

and facilitate meeting needs whilst continuing to protect the countryside’ is supported. However, there 

are fundamental concerns in relation to the emerging spatial strategy and how this will ultimately frustrate 

the delivery of new homes within rural areas and ultimately compromise the ability of the Council to 

implement its preferred approach. 

 

The emerging approach to policy within the rural areas is far too prescript, is constraint led and does not 

consider the relationship of settlements to neighbouring towns and villages. The indicative housing 

requirements proposed conflicts with the principle thrust of National Policy and is therefore inconsistent 

with paragraph 35 of the Framework. 

 

For example, Paragraph 78 of the NPPF encourages sustainable development in rural areas and 

specifically promotes sustainable development…  

 

“To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or 

maintain the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to 

grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. Where there are groups of smaller 

settlements, development in one village may support services in a village nearby”. 

 

The constraint led approach which informs the formulaic approach is effectively prohibiting rural 

communities from growing in an organic manner. It is organic growth within rural areas that will enable 

communities to thrive and support local services not constraint led growth where requirements are 

imposed by way of a top down approach. Sustainable development within Westwood would support 

services in Bradford on Avon and Trowbridge as well as the wider rural area and vice versa. 

 

Additionally, the Planning for the Future consultation (August 2020) is a good barometer in relation to the 

government’s commitment to proposed reform at the national level. A key commitment being to ‘support 

prosperity across towns and villages’, the same consultation also acknowledging the importance of 

locations ‘adapting to changing uses and responding to new challenges such as mitigating and adapting 

to climate change’. The consultation also considered proposals to temporarily raise affordable housing 

thresholds at which housing schemes are required to make affordable housing contributions with 

Ministers wanting to see thresholds raised from 10 to 40 or 50 homes in a bid to support SMEs. 

 

The current consultation paper ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ is however adopting a contrary stance 

to the direction of travel at the national level by proposing to reduce affordable housing thresholds across 

rural areas to 5. This approach will not support small and medium sized builders who have been impacted 

by the coronavirus pandemic. To reduce the threshold is at odds with the government’s commitment 

within the Planning for the Future consultation which intends to support the country’s economic recovery. 

To reduce the threshold would expose SMEs operating across the rural areas to increased financial 

constraint as opposed to reducing financial constraint and encouraging the delivery of homes. The 

Councils proposed approach would also disincentivise SMEs from bringing forward schemes that are 

slightly larger than the proposed threshold, because it would be more profitable, as well as, cheaper and 

quicker, to deliver slightly smaller schemes. This could lead to sporadic development of small sites of 

fewer than five units across rural areas making it difficult to deliver comprehensive development 



proposals which bring with them greater benefits to local communities. The increase of affordable 

housing as a percentage from 30% to 40% is however supported, subject to viability. 

 

The proposed approach to direct growth towards Principle Settlements and Market Towns fails to 

consider functional relationships that exist between communities across rural areas, for example; 

transportation, economic and social. Ignoring these links creates a fundamental flaw with the strategy 

given that such links would ordinarily inform growth. It could be said that the proposed approach is 

contrary to the title of the consultation itself by way of inhibiting the potential of rural areas, less so 

empowering, more so stifling and constraining growth thus limiting the potential success of rural 

communities whilst having compounding effects upon the environment and climate should indicative 

requirements be imposed upon settlements in less sustainable locations as currently proposed. 

 

The ‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’ consultation paper also highlights the importance of functional 

relationships by way of making best use of existing infrastructure and transport links to address climate 

change. The Climate Change outcomes detailed within the box on page 4 of the consultation paper 

illustrate the positive outcomes that can be achieved when functional relationships are considered. The 

emerging spatial strategy represents major failures given its focus to direct growth solely towards 

Principle Settlements and Market Towns. There are certain Local Service Centres and Large Villages 

located within the rural areas that have strong functional relationships, for example, Westwood. At 

present the current strategy represents a blinkered approach and reluctance to review the Green Belt. 

The approach is not satisfactorily justified or supported by evidence. 

 

The NPPF is clear at Paragraph 138 that; 

 

“When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt Boundaries, the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development should be taken into account. Strategic policy-making authorities should consider the 

consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards urban areas inside the 

Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations 

beyond the outer Green Belt boundary. Where it has been concluded that it is necessary to release 

Green Belt land for development, plans should first give consideration to land which has been previously 

developed and/or is well served by public transport. They should also set out ways in which the impact 

of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset through compensatory improvements to the 

environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land”. (Emphasis added). 

 

The proposed approach to disaggregate the indicative housing requirement across the HMA is very 

specific and will constrain sustainable development opportunities that may exist elsewhere within the 

rural area. This approach is further exacerbated by the reluctance to review the Green Belt at a strategic 

level. The ADS has therefore failed to assess reasonable alternatives in accordance with SEA/SA 

regulations on the premise that the Local Service Centres and Large Villages have not been properly 

considered or evaluated. The emerging strategy has not been positively prepared in accordance with 

paragraph 35 of the Framework. 

 

Furthermore, the prescribed requirements as proposed via the emerging strategy are problematic as 

they represent thresholds which will in turn influence the decision-making processes. This is 

counterintuitive and will not encourage growth within more sustainable rural locations, thus acting as an 



artificial cap to housing. If the current approach is to limit growth within rural areas in order to minimise 

impact upon the countryside, then that approach is incorrect. If there is a desire to protect the countryside, 

then this should be managed by way of countryside policies. 

 

It is noted that the emphasis within the consultation is that emerging policy seeks to empower 

communities to determine what additional development can take place and how this will change their 

area. The principle mechanism proposed to enable this to happen is the Neighbourhood Development 

Plan process. This is a different approach to that currently detailed within the adopted Core Strategy.  

 

The adopted CS principally seeks to attribute indicative housing requirements to community areas as 

well as identifying a community area remainder. Within community areas, settlements are prescribed a 

specific requirement and those which are not are expected to contribute towards the community area 

remainder.  

 

Unfortunately, the emerging policies within the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ consultation document 

applies the prescriptive approach and identifies indicative requirements for Local Service Centres and 

Large Villages. The result of this is zero flexibility in relation to the delivery of indicative requirements 

across rural areas within HMAs. 

 

The requirements as set out at Paragraph 67 of NPPF in relation to Neighbourhood Areas as follows; 

 

…. Within this 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 of the NPPF goes on to state: 

 

…. “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. 

This figure should take into account factors such as the latest evidence of local housing need, the 

population of the neighbourhood area and the most recently available planning strategy of the local 

planning authority” …. 

 

Therefore, the approach via the current consultation is correct in terms of defining a requirement because 

this provides a context within which Neighbourhood Plans can then be prepared. However, the contention 

we have is that the emerging policy goes beyond this and prescribes an indicative housing requirement 

directly to the rural settlements, rather than a designated neighbourhood area. This is confirmed at 

paragraph 78 of the consultation document ‘Empowering Rural Communities’. 

 

The disaggregated approach proposed across Local Service Centres and Large Villages also fails to 

consider whether settlements have Neighbourhood Plans or emerging Neighbourhood Plans. 

 

The ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ paper at Paragraph 41 also highlights “the need to take account 

of evidence of local need and what opportunities exist. The requirements also provide an indication of 



the levels necessary to support the role of the settlement. Actual levels determined by each community 

may be less of more depending on local evidence.” 

 

The current approach does not appear to have considered the role of settlements. If this were considered 

it would most probably impact upon the levels of growth proposed to various settlements and there is an 

inherent lack of evidence surrounding the role and function of settlements. If this evidence were compiled, 

then it would likely result in revisions to the disaggregated approach across the various rural settlements 

and point towards some of the more sustainable development locations. 

 

The disaggregated approach is also reliant upon Neighbourhood Plans being prepared and for these to 

allocate the indicative requirement within their respective area. It cannot and must not be assumed that 

all areas across Wiltshire will prepare a Neighbourhood Plan. There would be no means in which to 

deliver the quantum of development expected across rural settlements if the Neighbourhood Plan 

process stalled, the only recourse to address this would be to allocate via an Allocations Development 

Plan Document and it is highly unlikely that a review of the allocations DPD will occur to address minimal 

shortfalls arising from within rural areas. 

 

A further issue with regards to the disaggregated approach and reliance upon Neighbourhood Plans is 

the lack of flexibility in relation to emerging policy. Paragraph 82, bullet three refers to flexibility however 

due to requirements being assigned to settlements then no such flexibility exists.  

 

As has already been inferred the disaggregated approach within the rural area fails to consider the 

proximity of rural settlements to principle settlements (role and function). The proximity having been 

completely ignored is also a flaw to the formulaic approach due to many rural settlements benefitting 

from functional relationships to urban centres. Where there is evidence that rural settlements share a 

functional relationship to urban areas then greater indicative requirements could and should be imposed 

to help alleviate the pressure upon the Principle Settlements and support rural communities in 

accordance with Paragraph 78 of the NPPF. The current approach is therefore ineffective and fails the 

tests as set out within paragraph 35 of the framework. 

 

The proposed disaggregation also raises considerable concern in relation to the calculation of housing 

land supply. At present, housing land supply is calculated in accordance with Housing Market Areas, 

however, it is not understood how it is to be calculated within the context of this consultation.  

 

It would appear as though the Council is looking to assess supply across distinct areas, these being main 

settlements and rural areas. If correct, then we question how indicative requirements to rural areas would 

be considered in the decision-making process in the context of shortfalls arising within main settlements. 

The concern here being that if there is not a Neighbourhood Plan or Neighbourhood Plans are not 

proposing to allocate then this could be used as a policy tool in which to assess proposals against. This 

would add a layer of inappropriate protection restricting rural locations from receiving additional growth 

above that defined by indicative requirements. 

 

Our concerns further extend in relation to NDPs and their ability to deliver across the rural area because 

there is a national picture demonstrating that take-up in relation to Neighbourhood Plans is slowing with 

an increased drop-off rate as neighbourhood areas are designated and not progressed. These findings 



are detailed within a research paper produced by Reading University, entitled ‘Impacts of Neighbourhood 

Planning in England’ and attached at Appendix 3. 

 

Within Wiltshire there are only 38 ‘made’ NDPs across 259 parishes which represents coverage across 

the unitary of only 14.5%, see Appendix 4. By way of comparable evidence, Cornwall is also a unitary 

authority with 213 parishes. Cornwall also has 38 ‘made’ NDPs confirmed, this represents coverage of 

17.8%. However, the number of designated NDP areas to ‘made’ plans differ considerably with 83 

designated across Wiltshire and 124 designated across Cornwall, as percentages these represent 32% 

and 58% respectively. Of the 83 designated areas within Wiltshire 54% are not progressing with their 

NDP and 69% are not progressing across Cornwall.  These statistics further endorse the findings 

reported within the research published by Reading University. 

 

Our analysis of the disaggregation of housing to rural areas concludes that many settlements have 

already significantly fulfilled requirements by way of completions or commitments. It is therefore evident 

that the current strategy is not supportive of meaningful growth within the rural areas and by virtue the 

strategy does not permit rural areas to grow and thrive. This is very much a do-nothing strategy across 

the rural areas which could have an adverse effect upon communities from a social and economic 

perspective resulting in them becoming sterile locations. This approach is also contrary to that which was 

adopted within the CS. The CS sought to incorporate a degree of flexibility by not being overly prescript. 

The current approach it at odds with this and highlights further the intended approach to cap and 

constrain development within rural areas. 

 

Beyond the Neighbourhood Planning process, the indicative requirements identified via the formulaic 

approach could become policy by proxy. This would prove detrimental to the determination of 

development proposals within Local Services Centres or Large Villages. 

 

The current approach also ignores up to date data on local needs when applying the formulaic approach. 

The disaggregation of housing should not act as a threshold to housing within rural areas. Only 48 of the 

259 parishes (18.5%) within Wiltshire as at January 2021 had completed a rural housing needs 

assessment, see Appendix 5. This statistic not only demonstrates the lack of engagement in relation to 

housing need assessments at the local level but it also demonstrates that the indicative requirements 

prescribed should not act as benchmark or threshold as needs assessments may determine otherwise. 

 

The Empowering Rural Communities paper also confirms that the councils suggested scale of housing 

growth will be finalised based upon comments received. The disaggregated approach across the rural 

areas should be guided by evidence not comments. The indicative figures consulted upon are therefore 

not predicated upon needs assessments or evidence even though the consultation paper confirms that 

individual communities are encouraged to complete needs assessments to determine growth. 

 

On the basis that needs assessments are incomplete it is difficult to gauge whether the disaggregation 

across the rural area is in fact correct given that there is no evidence to support the figures that have 

been attributed to the various settlements. The lack of evidence to inform the disaggregation is alarming 

and under usual circumstances Councils would rely upon evidence to inform the distribution of growth. 

The current approach completely disregards the value of evidence, for example, services and facilities 



present within a settlement to then help inform a strategy. Understanding these social and economic 

drivers is fundamental in terms of understanding the role and function of settlements. 

 

The current approach to disaggregation has also been informed by historic rates of development, acting 

as an indicator in terms of likely scales of growth that might be appropriate within each settlement. The 

consideration of population size and constraint further ignores the role and function of settlements within 

rural areas. The methodology for calculating disaggregation is detailed within Appendix 1 of the 

consultation paper. 

 

The methodology is problematic for two reasons, the first is that population size does not provide 

sufficient detail in relation to an understanding of settlements and the second is that the proposed 

strategy assigning figures to constraints without providing detail or justification. To understand the 

calculations in full the spreadsheet referred to within the consultation paper should have been made 

available so that these figures could be properly scrutinised, interpreted and understood. 

 

Finally, the emerging plan seeks to rely upon and set brownfield targets. It should be noted that 

brownfield targets are only suitable where it is known that brownfield land can be delivered and is 

economically viable to regenerate. Setting brownfield targets will not encourage such sites to be 

developed before greenfield sites. The proposed approach will simply leave the Council open to 

challenge in terms of maintaining a five-year land supply of deliverable sites if brownfield requirements 

are set. There are many well-known immediate challenges of redeveloping brownfield land with most 

requiring some sort of treatment before regeneration and others being complex to assemble in terms of 

landownership. The reliance upon brownfield through setting targets should not be based upon an 

assumed windfall. This approach is not robust, and it is recommended that it be excluded with 

requirements being re-attributed across the HMA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4. Conclusions 
 

The new Local Plan should look to direct growth to areas that are inherently connected to existing 

settlements in proximity to strategic employment facilities, well served by sustainable transport 

infrastructure and provide opportunities to maximising the use of both public transport and active travel 

routes. Prioritising growth in areas that benefit from such principles will inevitably help the local authority 

achieve a better balance between future employment and residential requirements, reduce the need and 

reliance on private transport to commute further afield whilst encouraging more active forms of transport 

thereby reducing carbon emission through healthier lifestyle choices. 

These representations clearly demonstrate; 

• A lack of insufficient justification and evidence to conclude that a Green Belt review is not 

necessary. 

• A failure to consider the role and function of settlements within rural areas based upon the 

formulaic constraint led approach. 

• The constraint led approach does not consider relationship of Principle Settlements and Market 

towns to sustainable settlements in rural areas. 

• The emerging strategy does not seek to promote growth and vitality within rural area, instead it 

seeks to disaggregate specific indicative requirements which are perceived to represent a cap 

to development. 

• The disaggregated approach across rural areas does not adequately address or consider 

environmental and climate change objectives within emerging policy. For example, there are 

more sustainable locations to disaggregate growth to than some of the proposed locations. 

• A reduction to the Affordable Housing threshold increases financial constraint and risk within 

rural locations and by virtue discourages the delivery of homes. 

• The ADS has failed to assess reasonable alternatives in accordance with SEA/SA regulations 

via the disaggregated approach, specifically Green Belt locations. 

• The disaggregated approach relies upon the NDP process to allocate.  

• Indicative requirements have been attributed to rural areas some of which are located within 

the Green Belt. Green Belt reviews need completing at the strategic level not via NDP processes 

• There is no flexibility in relation to the indicative requirements proposed as they’re specific to 

settlements. 

• Indicative requirements should be dealt with across the rural area within a HMA and expressed 

as a ‘rural remainder’ akin to the existing strategy within the adopted core strategy. 

• NDP process will likely fail to allocate indicative requirements based upon performance of 

designated areas and how these are progressing.  

• A review of rural area requirement via an allocations DPD highly unlikely. 

• The disaggregated approach to the rural area raises serious concern in terms of calculating 

housing land supply. Is supply to be calculated HMA wide or will rural areas be treated 

differently. 

• The indicative requirements across many rural areas has already been met by way of 

completions and commitments, strategy is not supportive of meaningful growth. 

• NDP process in relation to indicative requirements could become a policy by proxy when 

resisting development proposals and is detrimental to the decision making process. 



• The indicative requirements attributed by the constraint led formulaic approach has not been 

informed by local needs assessments. These may determine otherwise. 

• The spreadsheet that generates indicative requirements needs to be made available so that it 

can be interpreted and properly understood. We believe this pays no regard to the role and 

function of settlements within rural areas. 

• Over reliance upon brownfield sites, informed by an assumed windfall. This is not a robust 

approach and brownfield targets should only be defined where suitable evidence exists in 

relation to specific sites and these being economically viable to regenerate. 

In light of the above it is our firm belief that all rural settlements should be considered on their own merits 

and through the Sustainability Appraisal process, the most sustainable settlement options for 

development being identified. We do not suggest that some development is then placed at each of these 

locations, but rather, through a more detailed assessment with input from statutory consultees and 

ongoing public consultation, the Council will reach a point where they have a list of the most sustainable 

locations to deliver their housing requirement. 

Many of the sustainable rural villages are within Green Belt in the north-western part of the authority 

area. As such, to inform the Councils development strategy, it needs to evaluate all rural settlements 

based on their sustainability and access to services and facilities, rather than location within the Green 

Belt. The Council needs to determine which settlements are the most sustainable and capable of 

accommodating sustainable growth.  

Westwood should be supported as a location for non-strategic growth through the Local Plan due to the 

settlement’s high levels of access to local facilities and services. 
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Executive Summary  
The Approach  

The data collection elements of the research was conducted between September 2019 and 
March 2020 and involved desk study analysis of 141 plans as well as a cohort assessment 
of 865 completed neighbourhood plans; 143 questionnaires targeted at active 
neighbourhoods and Local Planning Authorities. Nine case study areas across England 
involving 20 neighbourhood plans were  studied and three targeted discussions with 
developers, non-completing groups and active neighbourhood planning consultants were 
held.  

 

Key Findings  

The key findings are set out in precis and organised here by the six Research Objectives: 

1. Development Impacts and Housing Supply 

Neighbourhood planning’s contribution to housing supply can be significant. Neighbourhood 
plans which are allocating housing sites are providing sites for an average additional to local 
plan allocation 39 units per neighbourhood plan. The study found 18,000 units above LP 
allocations in 135 plans. However communities seeking to make housing allocations did 
encounter added burdens, both technical and political compared to creating a non-allocating 
NP. Scaling-up production of NPs could make a significant contribution to housing supply – 
particularly if cooperation between neighbourhoods and  LPAs are strengthened further. 
There was no evidence found that NPs displace development from other parts of the local 
authority area. 

 

2. Other Development Impacts (including Quality of Development) 

Neighbourhood plans have helped improve design policy and refined local priorities e.g. 
housing for specific societal groups. There is further potential within the neighbourhood 
planning process to reflect both community needs and tie with more strategic concerns 
coming from above. Closer partnership working between communities and planning 
professionals (i.e. local government planners and planning consultants) can help address 
this. Better recognition and more targeted support for the effective integration of place-
making matters that go beyond pure land use planning policy would also benefit 
neighbourhoods and other interested parties (e.g. local government, third sector, funders). 

 

3. Decision-Making and Investment 

Neighbourhood plans have improved local engagement with local planning authorities, and 
are important vehicles for place-making beyond land use planning. Other initiatives have 
included the establishment of Community Interest Companies and Community Land Trusts. 
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This highlights that communities lack a formal arena for place-making projects unrelated to 
planning policy, and may help explain why a large number of communities have not 
completed land use plans (NDPs).  

In terms of how the  Plans are used in practice, the evidence from LPAs and appeals 
indicates NPs do have an influential role in decisions, reflecting their legal status, and as a 
minimum they provide nuance to decisions. Over half of LPA respondents see NDPs as 
having a ‘moderate’ or ‘high’ degree of influence on decision-making. Moreover, responses 
suggest the vast majority of decisions that go to appeal go in favour of the relevant NDP. 

However, their impact will vary according to the circumstances and Plan policies. We found 
no evidence that NPs were ignored but some communities felt Plans were not always 
recognised as clearly as they would wish. This indicates that LPAs could better communicate 
how neighbourhood plans have been taken into account and highlights the value of clear and 
specific policies that have been road-tested by development management officers. MHCLG 
could share best practice to support LPAs in their role in developing and implementing NDP 
policies. 

 

4. Community Attitudes and Engagement 

Community attitudes to development may become more positive as a result of the NP 
experience, and the acceptability of development is supported by a large proportion of Plans 
with policies on design and affordable housing. Some neighbourhoods reported better 
relations with LPAs and a more positive attitude to development, but in other cases poor 
relations with some LPAs and lack of an up-to-date Local Plan also presented a barrier. 

There was no clear evidence that there is faster delivery of sites, though where sites are 
chosen in the NDP they are clearly more accepted by the community, which can reduce 
delays associated with legal challenges or other forms of opposition. Often allocation of sites 
is a motivator as it allows greater protection of other locally important spaces. It is therefore 
important to maintain protection for neighbourhood plans from speculative development.  

 

5. Influence of Geography 

While there has been strong take-up of neighbourhood planning since 2011, there are many 
neighbourhoods who have not used this community right. The total number of communities 
who have started or completed neighbourhood planning went beyond 2,600 in Autumn 2019, 
but the take-up rates have slowed considerably. The main reasons for this are associated to 
known time, processual and technical burdens, relationship with local plan progress, and 
levels of enthusiasm in some local planning authorities. This indicates that for some 
neighbourhoods an uptodate Local Plan lessens their concern to finalise a NDP. 

There is a noticeably low take-up in urban areas, and  in northern regions. It is notable that 
all LPAs with no activity are urban. There are a range of reasons for this disparity and if 
government wish to continue to support the initiative there will need to be affirmative action 
taken to sustain and expand neighbourhood planning activity. Government are missing an 
opportunity to realise benefits in urban and deprived areas and assist in their levelling-up 
agenda. As such Government should consider either increasing support to reflect additional 
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challenges faced by these communities, or ensure community engagement/involvement, in 
other less burdensome ways.  

 

6. Success Factors and Common Barriers 

While NP is a manageable process for most parished communities and a NDP is an 
achievable goal, support from consultants and positive relationships with LPA are important 
to helping with progress. MHCLG could do more to identify and share best practice for LPAs, 
particularly around site identification. The process remains burdensome for community 
volunteers with the time taken to reach completion around three years (and for many it can 
take longer). NDPs take longer when Local Plans are in progress, particularly where a new 
Local Plan is initiated after NDP work has started. This can add a further 6-10 months to 
NDP production on average. Better alignment with LPAs and Local Plans may assist here.  

Local Planning Authority (LPA) support overall is varied, with examples of strong support but 
also ambivalence in other areas. A common criticism was duplication of policies and MHCLG 
could find ways of better aligning / integrating Local Plans and NP processes – through 
clearer ongoing communications between LPAs and neighbourhood planning groups. 

 

Key Areas for Further Work 

A list of 13 suggested areas for further work are set out in the final report and they are aimed 
at maximising the benefits of neighbourhood planning. These include integrating 
neighbourhood planning better across the key actors who play important roles in its success 
and involve attention being paid across a number of aspects of neighbourhood planning. Our 
suggestions seek to add value to the policy and address four wider governmental aims, 
namely: the levelling-up agenda, improving the design of new development; increasing the 
supply of housing and affording more power to communities. 

The suggested areas for further work, set out in section 3.2 in the full report below, briefly 
are:  

• to continue to support the neighbourhood planning policy (Area 1);  

• to address uneven uptake of neighbourhood planning (Area 2);  

• to introduce a ‘triaging’ process to funnel communities into the appropriate tool for 
their needs and aspirations and (should they pursue an NDP) to tailor support (Area 
3);  

• to reform funding arrangements to make them more equitable (Area 4); 

•  to introduce better training for all NP participants (Area 5);  

• to guide and encourage LPAs to better support NP communities (Area 6);  

• to continue and extend the emphasis on NP as a means to deliver enhanced design 
(Area 7);  

• to better align NDPs and Local Plans (Area 8);  
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• to actively promote creative participation and place-making beyond land use 
planning matters (Area 9);  

• to promote more efficient knowledge exchange (Area 10);  

• to ensure greater consistency during the NDP examination process (Area 11);  

• to improve messaging around decisions made using NDPs (Area 12); and 

• to provide greater clarity concerning NDP Reviews (Area 13). 
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Impacts of Neighbourhood Planning in England 
 

1. Introduction and Overview 
 
1.1 Overview 
Neighbourhood planning (NP) has been on offer to communities in England for almost a 
decade. It was formally introduced into the English planning system under the Localism Act 
(2011), although first wave ‘frontrunners’ were piloting the initiative from late 2010. In this 
time, NP has remained as an important part of Central Government’s approach towards 
localism, enabling local growth and increasing the housing stock. This review was funded by 
the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG), and follows on from 
the User Experience of Neighbourhood Planning in England study conducted in 2014, funded 
through the Government’s Supporting Communities programme (see Parker et al, 2014). 
 
The following report is the distillation of an extensive research project that has surveyed 
Local Authorities, consultants, the development industry, as well as both communities who 
have completed a Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) and those who have struggled 
to complete their Plan. 
 
1.2 Research Brief 
The research was set out by MHCLG to cover a series of core Research Objectives (ROs). 
These concerned: 
 

• Development Impacts and Housing Supply 
• Other Development Impacts (including Quality of Development) 
• Decision-Making and Investment 
• Community Attitudes and Engagement 
• Influence of Geography 
• Success Factors and Common Barriers 

 
1.3 Methods 
The research was divided into four Work Packages (WPs). The methods employed and the 
sampling approach adopted are set out in the relevant annexes. In summary the work 
packages provided a national picture of NP, split into two parts: a full update of 
neighbourhood plan activity covering over 2,600 designated NP areas and all ‘made’ Plans 
(a total of 865 at the time of the research). The second part evaluated all plans that had 
passed referendum and allocated sites for housing between mid-2015 and 2017, a total of 
141 plans.  

The second WP comprised two questionnaires developed to collect a range of qualitative 
and quantitative data. The first, WP2a, elicited the views of community members 
representing made NDPs from across England (n=100). The second, WP2b, the views of 
LPAs supporting communities in NP (n=43). Thirdly a series of nine case studies formed of 
desk study analysis and interviews were carried out. Cases were selected by a spread of 
more urban and rural areas, by geography and in terms of number of completed 
neighbourhood plans (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1: WP3 Case Studies 
Case Character Region Number of adopted/made 

Plans (as at Oct 2019) 
 

1. Camden  Urban  London 4 
2. Leeds  Urban  Yorkshire 13 
3. Bassetlaw  Rural  East Midlands 15 
4. Sedgemoor  Rural South West 8 
5. Basingstoke  Urban/Rural South East  10 
6. Aylesbury Urban/Rural  South East  21 
7. Lichfield  Urban/Rural  West Midlands  11 
8. East Suffolk  Rural East of England  9 
9. Herefordshire  Rural  West Midlands  67 

 
 
Finally, targetted discussion involving two focus groups (planning consultants and housing 
developers) and a set of 11 ‘stalled groups’1 studies were completed. The focus groups and 
interviews were organised to discuss key themes that covered participant experiences and 
the relevant Research Objective. 
 
 
 

  

 
1 This was a wide category that included those who did not pursue an NDP after initial investigation 
and those who delayed or abandoned production of a neighbourhood plan. 
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2. Main Findings 
 

This section outlines the main findings of the research set out by the main themes of Impact 
on Development, Wider Impacts and Decision-Making. First, we set out existing knowledge, 
then some of the overarching findings, largely derived from the desk study work The research 
confirms known patterns regarding NP take-up, but also reveals previously unknown issues, 
namely the trajectory of take-up (see Figure 2) and relationships between NDPs and Local 
Plan production. 
 
Context: existing research on neighbourhood planning 
Neighbourhood planning has prompted a substantial amount of attention in both planning 
practice and academia. It is necessary to contextualise the current research into a brief 
synopsis of the existing research literature to ensure that key aspects are kept in view. 
 
Information derived from research thus far had indicated higher take-up in affluent and rural 
neighbourhoods (Defra, 2013; Vigar, 2013; Parker and Salter, 2016, 2017) with ongoing 
pessimism about the ability of NP to promote local regeneration in the most deprived areas 
that lack market interest and development opportunities (Bailey and Pill, 2014). 
 
Some of the burdens that the NDP process involved were seen as challenging for many and 
provided impetus for many neighbourhoods to involve consultants. Key issues faced by 
volunteers included understanding technical issues, navigating the regulatory hoops, and 
learning ‘planning speak’ (Parker et al., 2014). 
 
Debates have explored the extent to which NDPs are a true reflection of community wishes 
(Wills, 2016) and raised concerns that neighbourhood plans ‘double up’ on local plan policies 
rather than creating innovative and value-adding policy (Brookfield, 2017). Furthermore, 
NDPs are overlaid on complex social fabrics - instigating a plan can entrench local divisions 
and fuel existing conflicts, particularly in diverse neighbourhoods (Colomb, 2017). There has 
been positive evidence of a revitalisation of democracy in Town and Parish Councils, and 
the ability of NP to create new collective identity (Bradley, 2015; Bradley et al, 2017; Brownill 
and Downing, 2013). 
 
It has been found that some communities had adopted conservative positions in anticipation 
of legal challenge, and/or have found their NDPs limited by officers, consultants and 
examiners (Parker et al, 2016) acting to encourage ‘norm enforcement’ (Parker et al, 2017). 
Doubts exist as to whether the light touch regulatory approach may have resulted in NDPs 
not being able to withstand the rigours of implementation and raised concern regarding the 
availability of affordable and accessible housing supply (Field and Layard, 2017). 
 
Although Local Authority support has been widely recognised as crucial to successful NP, 
this has proven uneven and difficult at a time of stretched local government resources. LPAs 
are expected to ‘do more with less’ and resourcing issues have been exacerbated by 
contradictory priorities from central government (Ludwig and Ludwig, 2014; Salter 2018). 



Impacts of Neighbourhood Planning 

 

Page 10 of 44 
 

This has led to calls for sustained funding for direct professional involvement in NP in order 
to maintain the policy’s efficacy (McGuinness and Ludwig, 2017). 
 
Some analyses have positioned communities as a moderators of market liberalisation, 
bringing them into conflict with housing development market. Evidence on the ability of NP 
to deliver new housing is particularly patchy (Lichfields, 2016; DCLG, 2016), although as 
relayed above, various studies have found new development to be better tailored to local 
needs. Some evidence has indicated a promising concentration on ‘socially inclusive’ growth 
and sustainable housebuilding with a social purpose (Bradley and Sparling, 2017; Bradley et 
al, 2017). For example, NDPs focussing on locally relevant locations, housing mix, 
occupancy, and design (Bailey, 2017). Examples of innovation concerning housing provision 
is also a positive outcome of NDPs (e.g. interest in community-led initiatives such as 
community land trusts, self and custom-build projects, ‘co-housing’ and other models (e.g. 
Field and Layard, 2017). Moreover, whilst plans may not project a definitive vision of a 
neighbourhood, they can act as useful a negotiating tool for local communities (Brownill, 
2017). 
 
As with all localist initiatives, neighbourhood planning has played out differently in different 
contexts (Brownill and Bradley, 2017), making it hard to reach an ultimate or definitive 
evaluation of the policy’s success. The research literature reveals a policy with some notable 
successes and marginal gains; however these appear to be limited to more affluent 
communities and are bounded by constraints that go beyond the policy itself. 
 
Several reports have made recommendations relating to neighbourhood planning, notably 
the 2014 study (Parker et al, 2014; 2015) which identified recommendations including clarity 
over the duty to support on LPAs; simplification of the process of designation stages 
(subsequently addressed); clearer messaging on interpretation of the rules for canvassing 
for either ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ vote at referendum; and clearer messaging regarding the future role 
and status of NDPs. 
 
More recently the Locality report People Power (2018), although with a broader focus, asked 
for an extension of ‘the powers which can be designated to neighbourhood forums in non-
parished areas’ (2018: p19). While the London Assembly (2020) also with a focus on Forums 
produced its review of neighbourhood planning in the capital. That report included 
recommendations to the mayor and other parties highlighting the need for training - for 
officers and elected members, to hone the duty to support and to ensure better support for 
communities across the stages of NDP production, to look at improving the funding 
arrangements for Forums, addressing CIL arrangements and its spend, and to require 
publication of NP funding and spend by LPAs. The Publica work (2019) commissioned by 
NP.London, also had a focus on urban and deprived areas, they identified four areas for 
action, set across: process improvements, mainstreaming or integration of NP activity, 
funding arrangements, and lastly how to better support and foster capacity. 
 
2.1 The National picture: take-up of neighbourhood planning overall 
Despite the success and considerable take-up in some areas, nationally it is clear that take-
up is slowing. The number of new area designations and NDPs passing referendum has 
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decreased over time and there is a high drop-off rate as neighbourhood areas are designated 
but not progressed. The number of new area designations is indicated in Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Number of neighbourhood area designations per annum (2011-2019) 

 

 

The number of Plans passing referendum on an annual basis is also declining - as shown 
in Figure 3. 

Figure 3: Number of neighbourhood plans passed referendum per annum 

 
 
 
As in the User Experience of Neighbourhood Planning study2 the overall picture of take-up 
of NP is biased towards parished, rural areas. There is activity in all region of England, 
although 18% of LPAs are completely without Neighbourhood Planning activity. There are 
higher levels of take-up in some areas, notably the South East and South West, and with 
correspondingly weaker take-up elsewhere, particularly in the North East and London (see 
Figure 4).  
 
 
 
 

 
2 Parker, G. et al. (2014) User Experience of Neighbourhood Planning. 
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Figure 4: Regional Take-up of NP 

 
 
Less than 10% of designated neighbourhood areas are Forum-led (i.e. unparished and 
predominantly urban) and the majority of the LPAs with no NP activity are located in urban 
areas (see key statistics in Box 1). 
 

 
Box 1: Overall take-up of Neighbourhood Planning in numbers3 
 
• 2,612 areas are designated and can or have progressed Neighbourhood Plans; 9 

were revising a “made” neighbourhood plan 
• 865 of the total have been “made” and a further 16 have passed referendum 

(34%)4 
• 9 neighbourhood plans have failed examination, 6 failed referendum, 1 has been 

quashed in the High Court and a further 8 have formally withdrawn from the 
process. 
 

The vast majority are led by Parish / Town Councils:  
• 91.5% of area designations were led by Parish/Town Councils and 8.5% were 

Forum-led 
• 94.3% of “made” Plans were led by a Parish/Town Council and 5.6% were Forum 

led. 
● 58 LPAs have no neighbourhood planning activity (no designated areas) - 18% 
● There are 22 business-led neighbourhood plans: 20 of which were Forum-led. 

 
 
 
 

Relationship between Local Plan and neighbourhood plan-making 

 
3 As at September 2019. 
4 Noting that by May 2020 more than 1000 neighbourhood plans had passed referendum. 
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The research identifies that although nearly 60% of neighbourhood areas were designated 
in LPAs where the Local Plan was emerging only 29% of NDPs were “made” in advance of 
the adopted Local Plan. This suggests that the timing and relationship between the Local 
Plan and NDPs is of importance (see Section 2.2). Considering the findings as whole, 
although the process is burdensome NP appears to be a manageable process for 
communities who overcome the initial barriers. The community questionnaire for example 
revealed that for 90% of respondents the process went ‘well’ or ‘OK’ (as opposed to ‘not 
well’). The role of consultants is important to note here: 84% of respondents in the community 
questionnaire indicated that consultant input was ‘essential’ to their progress. The 
experiences of communities who have not completed NDPs were not captured in the 
questionnaire, and so the issues and obstacles relating to NP were captured elsewhere in 
the project (particularly WP4). This suggests that a completed NDP is an achievable goal for 
all communities, given adequate support once they are ‘in the system’.  

 
The research focussed on housing and on the NDP-Local Plan relationship. What emerges 
is a very complex picture of the context in which housing allocations are made, why they are 
made, how many units are allocated and the relationships between the numbers in NDPs 
and Local Plans. 
  
The time taken to complete a NDP in relation to the Local Plan situation is set out in Figure 
5. There was little difference between the completion time for NDPs started after a Local Plan 
(core strategy) is completed/adopted and the completion time for NDPs made before a new 
LP is commenced, but there was a significant difference where a NDP is started (but not 
made) in advance of a new Local Plan being commenced. 
 
Figure 5: Time taken to complete an NDP 
 

 
 
 
Responses from the survey work (WP2) indicated that the preparation of Local Plans can 
dominate planning officers’ time, impinging on their ability to support communities on 
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neighbourhood planning. LPAs deemed least supportive by communities were typically 
working on an emerging Local Plan. Furthermore, the lack of an up-to-date Local Plan 
creates uncertainty for communities, particularly regarding conformity (i.e. whether NDPs 
should aim to be in conformity with the existing or emerging Local Plan). It should be noted 
that as Local Plans move to a five-year cycle, and early NDPs begin to be reviewed, the 
issue of conformity with emerging Local Plans will likely become more acute. This is an 
important aspect that requires attention. 
 
The case studies also showed how some Local Authorities have been keen to integrate 
NDPs as they emerge (i.e. to reconcile emerging Local Plan policy and site allocations), while 
others have struggled to reconcile timings and resource constraints. Future reforms to NP 
should seek to find improved means to coordinate and synchronise or phase activity on Local 
Plan-making and NDPs and integrate neighbourhood planning Groups into the Local Plan-
making process. For example, site selection activity could be better integrated since local 
communities are often better placed to identify potential development sites than standard 
LPA processes. Drawing out best practice in this regard could also assist but our findings 
suggest that some LPAs may not be entirely receptive to closer working with neighbourhood 
planning entities. 
 
 
 
2.2 Development Impacts (Theme 1) 
 
The way that NDPs have acted to influence development is a central topic of interest in this 
study. This specifically relates to impacts on numbers of housing sites and units and in terms 
of quality and sustainability (see also Theme 2 below) and other factors relating to the 
delivery of new development. The findings show that NDPs can allocate more housing than 
the Local Plan might suggest. This occurred in around one third of cases where such Plans 
had chosen to allocate at all. However the local conditions and timing of the neighbourhood 
plans against timing of the Local Plan play a part in decision-making and act to shape the 
numbers achieved. 
 
 NDPs Allocating Housing Development 
 
To assess the effect of neighbourhood plans on housing allocations, a sample of 141 made 
NDPs was reviewed – of which, only two were without an Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) 
figure (either for the NDP area or for a wider area/entire district). Overall: 
 

• 63% of NDPs had OAN figures provided for the NP area (including emerging figures) 
• 26% of these NDPs allocated sites for fewer dwellings than OAN requirement (or 11% 

if windfall and reserve sites are taken into account) 
• 38% (32 out of 84 plans that allocated) - where they were given an NDP area OAN 

exceeded their requirement. 
 
As a result the number of homes planned for across the NDPs in this sample amounted to 
an allocation of 24,741 homes on 480 sites (n=135).  
 



Impacts of Neighbourhood Planning 

 

Page 15 of 44 
 

This gives a mean average size per site of 52 homes, with 4 sites per plan (46% of the 
sample had an average site size of 21-100 dwellings and 33% had an average of 101-300 
dwellings).  
 
32 Plans (38%) exceeded their OAN requirement. Of the sample only 19% had based their 
housing requirements on an adopted or examined Local Plan. Therefore, for the majority of 
neighbourhood plans the OAN / housing number identified in the Local Plan had yet to be 
tested through Examination (EiP) and only 63% (n=89) were provided with a figure for their 
specific neighbourhood area. Of these, 26% of NDPs allocated for fewer dwellings than the 
OAN once completions and sites in the planning pipeline had been taken into account. 
Windfall and reserve sites bring this figure down to 11%. Considering sites that were already 
allocated in emerging or adopted Local Plans and sites with planning permission, NDPs 
allocated a net number of over 18,000 additional dwellings with an average site size of 39 
dwellings. 
 
The general conclusion that can be drawn from the review of the 89 NDPs, that were given 
a specific housing number/OAN and chose to allocate sites, is that most did allocate sufficient 
numbers of houses - with a good number exceeding their requirement. Of the NDPs that, on 
the face of it, did not meet the OAN requirement, often there was a wider context to this which 
meant that there was not necessarily deliberate under-provision or, where the requirement 
was not ultimately met, this was by a de minimis amount. 
 
Only a minority of communities responding to our surveys had allocated ‘additional’ sites in 
their NDP; their reasons for doing so included seeking to fund necessary infrastructure 
through new development (i.e. through s106 and CIL monies), seeking to achieve greater 
levels of affordable housing for the local community and seeking to avoid future development 
on unpopular sites. Here, it should be noted that a key finding from WP2 was that many 
respondents were unclear about whether their Plan was delivering net additions in terms of 
housing numbers, emphasising the frontline ambiguity about the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan-Local Plan relationship due to differing stages of Local Plan production 
and associated site allocations. 
 
Not all neighbourhoods wish to allocate sites. There are two main reasons: firstly, allocation 
can be difficult for some communities - due to extra technical burdens (somewhat eased by 
use of consultants). Second because of possible community conflict over allocation. The 
feeling expressed by some non-allocating and allocating neighbourhoods was that 
allocations could lead to accusations of impropriety or worsening of personal relations 
generally.  
 
 
Types of housing policy and site allocation requirements  
The 141 NDPs reviewed contained 419 housing-related policies (an average of three policies 
per NDP – in addition to average four site allocations per NDP). Affordable housing, 
green/renewable, design, character/layout and density were all well-represented in policies. 
Housing design was the most common (67% of NDPs), then affordable housing (57% of 
NDPs). 
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In site allocation policies, 45% of NDPs addressed housing mix, 33% local needs and 31% 
needs of older people. Unsurprisingly, the vast majority of respondents indicated that their 
NDP sought to improve the quality of development in their area (89%) – typically through 
design policies or a comprehensive design guide - and the same number of respondents 
sought to tailor development to local needs (n= 89). 
 
The planning consultants interviewed as part of the study saw more potential for NDPs to 
carry innovation through their policies but a lack of confidence in and support for such policies 
may be discouraging this – with only a minority ‘innovating’. We think that a more directive 
approach to encourage neighbourhoods to finesse, extend or otherwise build from local 
policy and national and international ideas and needs could be very useful. Awareness 
raising and communication about such ideas and opportunities is needed, including amongst 
consultants, LPAs, and Examiners whose practices may be inadvertently stifling innovation 
in some locations. 
 
 
Impact on development outcomes 
 
Given that housing numbers are not always fixed in Local Plans when NDPs are prepared 
we cannot be definitive about the role of NDPs in housing number additionality. However on 
the best available information we think more sites can and do come forward as a result of 
the neighbourhood planning process than would otherwise happen without it. That said the 
net additionality appears limited and there may be a role in liaising more effectively at site 
identification / call for sites stages of the planning process to maximise this. Indeed, in relation 
to this question and in urban areas it was found that Forums can also act as a focus for (3-
way) liaison i.e. at pre-application stages and also in helping to identify possible sites using 
local knowledge and networks. 
 
Quality of development 
Unsurprisingly the vast majority of communities surveyed sought to improve the quality of 
new developments in their neighbourhood. The most commonly cited method for doing so 
was through design policies and fully-fledged design guides. This suggests that engaging 
with design issues is both attractive and achievable for communities, and the move towards 
encouraging better design through NDPs should continue (see areas for further work). The 
case study work confirmed that many neighbourhoods thought that their Plans would improve 
design quality and that this assisted in easing community acceptance of new development.  
 
Overall, design policies can help with quality of development as well as helping with local 
community acceptance of development. Overall, no evidence of displacement of 
development was found in any of the cases. Some participants in the research felt that there 
was more potential in NP regarding innovative policy. Based on wider reflection it is useful 
to develop both space and support - an encouraging environment - for such idea 
development. Enhanced partnership working is one answer to this with active involvement 
of professional planners alongside community members. 
 
 
 
2.3 Decision-making impact (Theme 2) 
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This theme centres on how NDPs are used once they are completed. Neighbourhood 
planning processes have acted to extend the pool of knowledgeable local people as a 
product of NDP preparation and as a result the acceptability of development has likely been 
improved overall. 
 
Responses from communities suggested somewhat variable use of NDPs in decision-
making, but LPAs claimed that ‘made’ Plans were effectively integrated into decision-making 
processes. Evidence from the LPAs surveyed indicates that over half of LPA respondents 
see NDPs as having a ‘moderate’ or ‘high’ degree of influence on decision-making. Some 
examples of good practice were in operation to ensure that NDP policies are apparent to 
decision-makers. Moreover, responses suggest that the vast majority of decisions which go 
to appeal are in favour of the relevant NDP. Of 29 examples of planning appeals using NDPs 
reported by LPA questionnaire respondents, 27 cases (93%) were determined according to 
the Plan (noting that this departs from findings in the 2018 NALC research (Burns and Yuille, 
2018). A clear message from planning officers, however, is that NDPs are rarely 
determinative on their own – far more often they are cited in decisions in conjunction with the 
Local Plan. As such we can say that they are being used, but the degree of influence is less 
certain as it does depend on the individual circumstances. This suggests that NDPs ‘bolster’ 
or nuance decisions rather than significantly alter decision-making. Some surprise was 
detected from neighbourhoods that they had an active role in attempting to enforce the use 
of their NDP policies after the Plan had attained ‘made’ status. 
 
Better understanding of locally specific issues mean fewer and less weighty objections are 
likely to emerge, provided other Plan policies are also complied with. In some instances, and 
more widely this shows potential for greater ownership and acceptance of the decision in the 
community, even if full agreement on the matter is not possible.  
 
LPA questionnaire responses suggest that NDPs do not speed up the development process. 
In fact, in some the presence of an NDP can slow decision-making where discrepancies 
between a NDP and Local Plan exist. Only 8 of 43 LPA respondents witnessed evidence of 
faster development being brought forward as a result of NDPs. In terms of allocation of 
(housing) sites in an NDP, this gave greater certainty for developers and communities which 
is welcome. LPA responses suggest more communities should be encouraged to consider 
site allocations in their NDPs, as this was considered a key area of added value. This has 
links to the area for future action, suggesting that a clearer government message about the 
purposes of neighbourhood planning would help smooth the process by aligning incentives 
amongst participants - so that all key partners are sufficiently well motivated to engage. 
 
It was also argued by LPAs that site allocations require strong design policies and good local 
character assessments to ensure that quality was influenced. Thus, robust general, area-
specific, and site-specific policies can be highly beneficial. It was felt by some that such 
approaches have improved the quality of development and helped to respond better to the 
character of local areas. It was observed that earlier NDPs had been less effective at this as 
policies were less robust. 
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Some evidence was presented that shows that in some cases other policy innovation (e.g. 
policies on local tree cover, self-build housing, safe school routes) is being applied that can 
improve quality and sustainability credentials. Yet such innovation appears to be the 
exception rather than the rule and releasing communities from more technical and quite time 
consuming burdens (either by regulatory change or through clearer recognition and 
demarcation of LPA and Consultant support roles) holds promise if NDPs are to express their 
innovative potentials. 
 
The question of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) arrangements locally continues to be a 
contentious point in some areas. As many LPAs do not have a CIL schedule it does not 
benefit or act as an incentive for many neighbourhood plan areas. Conversely in one case 
encountered, ‘too much’ money was flowing into a neighbourhood (by their own admission) 
although the area is not obliged to accept it. Despite some instances of CIL delivering 
considerable sums to communities, the vast majority of community questionnaire 
respondents (84%) indicated that CIL was either not a motivating factor or not applicable to 
their circumstances, as they were not allocating land for development that would generate 
CIL income. Government should therefore give more attention to how CIL and NDPs interact. 
In particular Government could ensure that NP groups are aware of the benefits CIL can 
deliver and how neighbourhood priorities can be addressed, as well as give further thought 
to ensuring neighbourhood forums have some substantive say in the process[1]. Alternatively 
a different means of providing community benefit could be developed based on evidence of 
need in an area. 
 
 
 
2.4 Wider impacts (Theme 3) 
 
This theme considers the wider benefits of neighbourhood planning as emphasised though 
the data collected. This embraces matters such as engaging with and empowering 
communities and addressing issues that fall beyond strict land use planning policy but which 
are nevertheless integral to place-making. Such matters can provide context for and guide 
planning and investment decision-making. It is noteworthy that these are often not discrete 
matters, and neighbourhoods tend to perceive place-making as a holistic process i.e. not 
recognising hard boundaries between land use planning and other matters which are 
important locally. 

It emerged that neighbourhood planning activity often acts to stimulate wider debates about 
community actions and issues. Innovative policies and uses for NDPs continue to emerge, 
including: creating Coastal Change Management Areas, developing local flood policies, 
establishing Heritage Trails between settlements, and advocating carbon neutral 
developments. However, a significant number of innovative policies and projects were 
reported as being removed at examination stage, or by planning officers and consultants 
prior to submission (which is supported by past research findings cf. Parker et al., 2015). 
This suggests that there is considerable untapped potential within the NP process for 

 
[1] This aspect of NP process was also highlighted in the London Assembly report on ‘neighbourhood 
planning – progress and insights’ published in March 2020. It should be noted that other research 
suggests that financial logics have limited impact local objections to development (Inch et al, 2020). 
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innovative ideas and local solutions – notwithstanding that some policy efforts may well have 
been unsupported in evidence or poorly constructed. 
 
There appears a disconnect between wider community issue identification (and action 
planning) and the current formal NDP outputs. Given lay understandings of the narrower 
definitions of land use planning topics, the NDP process has often generated non-planning 
ideas and projects. Indeed 61% of communities indicated that neighbourhood planning acted 
as a catalyst for other initiatives within their neighbourhood. Such matters ranged from one-
off events to significant undertakings such as creating community land trusts. There is a 
missed opportunity as part of a wider localism project to ensure that such ideas and issues 
are found some locus, whether through a widening of NDP scope or a more formal 
‘community plan’ adjunct to NDPs. Government may wish to pilot how such ‘community 
plans’ could work to capture non-land use planning aspirations and ideas, although new 
initiatives may compete with the statutory footing of NDPs. 
 
Another finding that is borne out through other research findings is that neighbourhood 
planning can help improve local networks. Nearly half of community questionnaire 
respondents indicated the NP process had improved or continued community-LPA relations 
(49%). Also, that prior to an NDP being ‘made’, the Forums can act as the focus for liaison 
generally for LPAs and developers e.g. at pre-application stages and in Local Plan making 
stages such as site identification, and that where this happens it can be beneficial for all 
parties. Progressing an NDP can also improve liaison between Parish Councils and other 
actors in these stages. 

There was some evidence neighbourhood planning can lead to improved attitudes towards 
local development although the most frequent response was no change in community 
attitudes (36%) or increased awareness and understanding of development issues (but not 
framed positively or negatively) (27%). Those reporting improvements (16%) were double 
the number reporting a worsening of community attitudes (8%), whilst a further 13% indicated 
too soon to say or no evidence to make a judgement. Wider benefits of neighbourhood 
planning include improved attitudes towards local development, although this is far from 
universal. 

Conversely there were several key reasons for dissatisfied communities: a poor LPA 
response, a lack of Local Plan or an emerging changing local policy environment and 
significant modifications of a draft NDP at examination were the most prominent. Timing of 
NDPs (and Local Plans) are also recognised as important for such policy to have weight in 
the wider planning system. Thus, issues of improving the resilience of NDPs to a changeable 
policy environment was seen as important in encouraging take-up and review by some 
participants in the research. 
 
 
  



Impacts of Neighbourhood Planning 

 

Page 20 of 44 
 

 

3. Conclusions and Suggestions 
 
3.1 Success Factors and Common Barriers 
 
Neighbourhood planning clearly provides benefits to communities and the built environment 
where conditions are supportive. However, there are burdens and obstacles (to up-take, 
creativity, and timely completion) that require addressing. Such matters impact on the 
likelihood of NDP reviews and may be a cause of the drop-off in neighbourhoods taking-up 
neighbourhood planning in the first place. There are also issues relating to support, roles and 
funding that deserve attention. 
 
It is possible to identify a number of factors that have influenced success. The role of the 
LPA is consistently found to be a crucial element of successful neighbourhood planning. The 
research also highlighted that past resourcing models for LPAs in neighbourhood planning 
activity has played a part in producing uneven responses. Indeed, this is where the research 
work considering the ‘stalled’ groups category has helped highlight how the role of the Local 
Authority, both in terms of providing support and the relationship and timing of NDPs with the 
Local Plan are still prominent issues5. For Forums, the burdens involved, such as high start-
up costs in terms of finance, time, volunteer effort and other social capital, as well as other 
concerns (e.g. wider neighbourhood projects or development proposals) can act to slow them 
down, if not stall them entirely. The pace of change locally can also deflect attention from the 
longer run endeavour of plan-making and towards day-to-day liaison and other engagement 
with local authorities and the development industry. 
 
 
The Main Barriers 
As seen above, although thousands of communities have taken up neighbourhood planning, 
many communities in England still have not, and perhaps more worryingly there appears to 
be a trend of fewer communities coming forward. By addressing the barriers to NP, this 
section seeks to address this trend.  
 
First, the burdensome nature of the process overall expressed by many groups, alongside 
concerns over the way the NDPs are used during the development management process 
can act to cause reticence to review or reluctance to embark on a Plan. In short, for many 
communities it is questionable whether the benefits accrued from an NDP outweigh the effort 
required to produce one. Also, the availability of a pool of willing volunteers has stymied 
some neighbourhoods and when reflecting on the stalled groups’ experiences this acted to 
deter or cause some neighbourhoods to withdraw from the process. This is a further reason 
to stress the importance of LPA support, which eases burdens on communities throughout 
the process and increases certainty for communities. Having an engaged LPA also helps 
ensure institutional memory in support of and complementing wider community experience 
of neighbourhood planning. 
 

 
5 See also Salter, K. (2018) in Town and Country Planning. 
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Timing of NDPs relative to Local Plans and the question of asynchronous plan-making has 
also caused some problems. The time taken varied according to Local Plan status and stage 
and does highlight this issue. This can affect enthusiasm and encouragement levels and has 
clearly caused some delays and in some instances neighbourhood groups abandoning an 
NDP. Improving the integration of Local Plans and NDPs and deepening the partnership 
between local planning authorities and communities will help ameliorate some of the negative 
effects. Increased transparency from LPAs concerning their Local Plan timetables and 
commitments and active and early involvement of NPGs in Local Plan making / reviews 
would also help.  
 
There are success factors which relate to LPA stance and attitudes. Local authorities appear 
to be providing uneven support. Several recommendations have been made in the past and 
further work to clarify the duty to support in terms of actual role and inputs is still needed. 
   
 

3.2 Areas for Further Work 
 
The suggested areas of further work identified have been developed keeping in mind wider 
governmental objectives and with a view to building on the positive impacts of neighbourhood 
planning, ensuring the initiative can be sustained over time. The key governmental objectives 
we have linked our further work areas to are: 
 

• the levelling-up agenda (levelling) 
• improving the design of new development (design) 
• increasing the supply of housing (housing supply) 
• affording more power to communities (empowerment) 

 
These suggested areas for further work  also reflect the three themes of development impact, 
wider impacts, and decision-making as well as these governmental objectives. The findings 
suggest that neighbourhood planning is helping to identify sites and nuance the development 
that goes there with benefits in quality terms – although more could be done to harness the 
innovative potentials of so many volunteer hours focussing in on planning at that scale. 
Design guides and policies appear to be a key area of emerging value added when it comes 
to decision-making. 
 
Neighbourhood planning has enabled a better tailoring of development to local needs in 
some places, increasing communities’ knowledge of the planning system and in some cases 
improving attitudes towards development (although this should not be considered 
widespread). There has been a role too in site identification and allocation but better working 
in tandem with LPAs would we feel, improve this. Indeed, a more overt recognition of the co-
produced nature of neighbourhood plans would be beneficial. 
 
We have been keen to address the overarching question of whether neighbourhood planning 
is something the Government should continue to support and promote. As a result of the 
research we can identify some key reforms which hold potential to improve the experience 
and impact of NDPs. It is not unambiguously clear that that the benefits outweigh the 
considerable effort neighbourhood planning requires in some cases. However given that 
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support programmes have been relatively light on the public purse6, the benefits that are 
being generated and the potential for further improvement suggest neighbourhood planning 
should be supported. This reflects the views of the majority of participants in this study, the 
vast majority of whom support the continuation of neighbourhood planning. Many 
respondents were also keen to see changes made to neighbourhood planning however. 
 
Communities overall are also now more aware of the input costs and possible issues involved 
in progressing a NDP and those who have considered it recently have more information and 
alternative options. Thus, in our view there is clear merit in continuing to support 
neighbourhood planning but there should be some quite significant changes made. Taken 
together, this suggests that there is merit in Central Government continuing to fund and 
support the policy. This appears congruent with a role for communities to finesse the planning 
policy environment when the planning system and national planning policy changes - noting 
recent announcements and likely future iterations.  
 
At present the message about the purpose of neighbourhood planning is quite diffuse and 
this is leading to frustrations and delays as the policy is interpreted and implemented in 
practice by both communities’ and LPAs. Thus the objectives of government for 
neighbourhood planning should be made more explicit. In order for these suggested reforms 
to have effect government needs to reflect on and then clarify what they want NDPs to 
achieve. We advocate that the following points below are taken into account in seeking to 
reform the policy. 
 
 
Area 1 - Continuation of Support for Neighbourhood Planning  
Government should continue to support neighbourhood planning by reflecting on the 
suggested points below. These can aid government in maximising on the benefits of NP. 
MHCLG should continue to play a central role as the definitive point of guidance and advice 
on neighbourhood planning. (Empowerment) 
 
  
Area 2 - Uptake 
Neighbourhood planning uptake continues to be uneven across the country and is 
disproportionately skewed towards rural, parished and affluent communities. There is now a 
clear indication that NDP take-up is falling back. Although a neighbourhood plan may not 
always be the best option for communities (see Area 3), neighbourhood planning should be 
practically available to all communities who wish to pursue it. Therefore steps should be 
taken to address this (Levelling, Empowerment): 

 
a. Refined funding and support arrangements overall - both for communities and LPAs 

to ensure that each are able to deliver appropriate support, and inputs to NDP 
production. As part of this, attention to urban and deprived areas is still needed. This 

 
6 Noting that central government has committed around £65m to neighbourhood planning support 
since 2010-11 (the figure is an estimate agreed by MHCLG). 
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may include a different model of support (e.g. dedicated officer time or reverse 
previous cuts to ensure enhanced consultancy support, plus assistance in early 
stages of designation) and greater levels of funding relative to the issues faced. 

b. Spread the burdens of the process – currently these rest heavily on volunteers. A 
clearer and more equitable balancing of roles and activity across neighbourhoods 
volunteers, Local Authorities and consultants. This refinement is needed given that 
the sharing of input and effort is already occurring (and successful NDPs are often 
predicated on good partnership working).  

 
Area 3 - Scoping of neighbourhood issues and tools (triage) 
Not all community aspirations can be achieved through a neighbourhood plan. To ensure 
that communities pursue the most appropriate initiative, guidance should advise all parties 
about options available and to enable communities to request a formal initiation meeting - a 
‘triage’ stage - between communities, LPAs and where appropriate, an independent third 
party (for example a consultant) (Empowerment, Housing supply, Levelling), this should 
feature: 
 

a) Directing communities towards the appropriate tool to meet their goals in a way that 
encourages their enthusiasm and prioritises innovation and creativity. (For example 
this may not be a neighbourhood plan but something akin to a Parish Plan, design 
guide or may involve neighbourhoods working more closely with the LPA in the 
development of their Local Plan or in the preparation of a Supplementary Planning 
Document or Area Action Plan.)  

b) Where an NDP is most appropriate, alignment of the expectations and (where 
possible) the motivations of key parties (especially the community and LPA) is 
important - this might include co-authoring a visioning document 

c) Ensuring community aspirations can add value to local planning policy (i.e. not 
replicate existing Local Plan policy) 

d) Clarifying roles (and inputs at NDP stages) and levels of support 

e) Assessing the need for and establishing support available for a community 
development phase (noting this may require ‘inception’ or start-up funding). 
 

Area 4 – Funding 
Neighbourhood planning’s funding arrangements require reform – however, notwithstanding 
wider funding issues for all Local Authorities (NAO, 2018), evidence does not indicate a need 
for a large injection of funding to sustain the policy. (Empowerment, Levelling). 
 
Funding for LPAs could be better employed by: 
 

a. Bringing funding forward rather than being released to LPAs at the later stages of 
neighbourhood planning (e.g. currently examination and referendum) 
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b. Criteria for funds to be adjusted and responding to identified needs (and by geography, 
development pressure, and other policy priorities such as disadvantaged areas). 

 
For communities: 
 

c. All Forums and deprived neighbourhoods should qualify for higher levels of funding 
given the added barriers they face 

d. Consider what preparatory work should act to trigger support or initial funding tranches 

e. Funds should be made available for Forums post-NDP adoption to continue to operate, 
monitor their Plan and remain active in local governance 

f. Additional funding should be considered for neighbourhoods with significant potential 
for growth. 

 

Area 5 – Training 
Volunteers are varied and skills differ. For each neighbourhood, and even for some reviewing 
an NDP, it will be the first time for them to undertake a Plan. LPAs, as well as neighbourhoods 
considering embarking on NDPs, will need clear and effective training too. We recommend 
that training should be stepped up for all key actors involved in neighbourhood planning 
(Empowerment). 
 

a) Better training and liaison for all parties on the wider planning system (i.e. Local Plans 
and national policy) would be beneficial and 

  
b) There is a need for parties to understand the role of the NDP, what is involved, who will 

support development of the Plan, the tests of the basic conditions, how the plan will be 
used in decision-making, the process for keeping the Plan up-to-date and the 
relationship with and need for continued engagement with the Local Plan making 
processes.  

 
 
Area 6 - Support for Communities 
Support for communities from LPAs continues to be vital, as such several actions should 
be considered (Empowerment): 
 

a. The Duty to Support placed on Local Authorities under the Localism Act (2011) has 
been recognised in the past as being vague and therefore open to wide variation in 
interpretation. This duty dhould be clarified and possibly codified to give more certainty 
to all parties - this would involve a clearer ‘service level agreement’ to be instigated 

 
b. Dedicated neighbourhood planning support within LPAs was seen as ideal (e.g. 

dedicated planning officer roles) although this frequently requires a sufficient level of 
neighbourhood planning activity to sustain it. Alternatives might include pooling 
resource by area or exploring how the function can be sustained through a national 
body which may also facilitate local links. 
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c. Encourage Development Management officers to review NDPs to ensure value-added 
policies are retained and are refined to maximise that value. 
 

d. Support for NP groups from LPAs and consultants should encourage innovation and 
creativity in producing evidence and developing policies and projects to achieve 
community aspirations.  

 
 
Area 7 - Design 
Continue to promote neighbourhood planning as a means to deliver enhanced design, 
recognising the benefits provided by policies at different scales, ranging from: whole 
neighbourhood area, to character area-specific ones, to site specific issues - as relevant 
matters for a NDP potentially. (Note that we feel design should be considered in its widest 
sense, e.g. site-specific ‘design’ policies may include access issues, cycling and walkways, 
provision of green space, landscaping, density, massing, layout, materials and building 
design features). (Design) 
 
 
Area 8 - Relationship with Local Plans 
Better alignment between neighbourhood plans and Local Plans is necessary. (Levelling, 
Housing Supply). This might be achieved by addressing four aspects: 
 

a. better integration of NPGs into the Local Plan-making and review process, in an early 
and active capacity rather than as consultees, e.g. in relation to site identification 
processes should be considered. Improved guidance on local plan integration, 
including working collaboratively around site identification practices e.g. where local 
communities are able to identify (and encourage) new local sites to come forward that 
might be missed by the LPA appears useful, and 

b. if neighbourhood planning is to be a recognised tool in this respect then an emphasis 
on site identification rather than allocation may assist with unburdening and with supply 
overall in some cases. While less burdensome this could also assist in helping to 
integrate Local Plans more with NDPs and the two active parties - the third being 
landowners (this may also be a more fruitful than tasking NDPs to formally allocate 
sites) 

c. conversely in other areas and situations encouraging more NDPs to include housing 
sites - particularly in terms of innovation, local needs (e.g. for housing suitable for older 
people, first-time buyers, young families) and tenure types to aid the levelling-up 
agenda and the climate resilience agendas may be useful. A review of funding and 
support arrangements in this context seems desirable to actively encourage local 
innovation and nationally recognised priority issues. 

d. A more formal role for communities with ‘made’ or emerging NDPs to engage with Local 
Plan production, particularly at their earliest stages, as decisions that are made through 
this process influence the scope of emergent NDPs. To facilitate this option a manual 
for collaboration could be developed – if this is pursued then we recommend that the 
text itself is produced jointly by the different active parties. 
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Area 9 - Place-making and Participation 
Allow scope for non-land use planning matters, with more emphasis on early stage 
engagement, issue identification and opportunity for ideas generation to be allowed to 
flourish. This should embrace more creative participation modes. We recommend that 
neighbourhoods are encouraged to maintain a wide process of issue and priority 
identification. What is confirmed in the research is that the process stimulates far more than 
is currently captured or recognised. We feel there is evidence of demand and scope here for 
more than one output from neighbourhood planning activity and which may aid retaining 
continuities in neighbourhood planning. As such communities should be supported to 
produce wider local agendas and issues / priorities and into which a formal NDP is nested. 
(Empowerment). 
 
 
Area 10 – Knowledge exchange 
A more sophisticated and effective fostering of knowledge exchange across boundaries is 
required to help maximise the potentials of NP (noting that there is a distinction to be drawn 
between knowledge exchange and formal guidance). While there are some networks and 
sources now operating, they are patchy and sometimes inconsistent. A step change in this 
aspect of NP ‘support’ is needed and a dedicated, possibly open source platform for 
information, learning, sharing and discussion should be set-up for all engaged in NP, 
including: LPAs, examiners and consultants. It may be that such a resource could be funded 
from LPAs and other central funding pots as well as the development industry. (Levelling, 
Empowerment) 
 
 
Area 11 - Neighbourhood Development Plan Examinations 
Ensuring consistency during the examination process and what is deemed permissible 
continues to be important. An improved approach to ensuring consistency should be 
explored, particularly in relation to examiner reports. Any such iteration to examination 
practice should enable rather than militate against policy innovation. (Empowerment) 
 
 
Area 12 - Decision-making 
The widespread use of neighbourhood plans in local decision-making is to be further 
encouraged (Empowerment). The use of NDPs in decision-making is already a legal 
requirement but a culture needs to fostered to ensure this happens routinely. This might be 
enhanced by: 
 

a) an emphasis on clarity and deliverability alongside a concomitant greater weight 
afforded to NDPs. This will help bolster a stronger emphasis on the ability of NDPs to 
effectively shape development in their area, ensuring that appropriate weight is given 



Impacts of Neighbourhood Planning 

 

Page 27 of 44 
 

to them in decision-making, (including in some circumstances where the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development would otherwise trigger a tilted balance)  

 
b) clarification about the roles of neighbourhood groups beyond their Plan reaching ‘made’ 

status. For example in the encouragement for NPGs to actively engage with LPAs at 
application stage, in providing comments on the extent to which applications comply 
with NDP policies, and a more closely specified role for NPGs in pre-application 
discussions with LPAs and developers. We foresee this being a subject for refined 
planning guidance and for LPAs to adopt as best practice. 

 
 
Area 13 – Neighbourhood Development Plan Reviews 
Although work on developing and refining guidance and support arrangements overall has 
been ongoing since 2012, few had reached the review stages by 2019. Government should 
provide even greater clarity concerning this aspect (i.e. the review of NDPs including the 
triggers, need and process as well as the support arrangements). Steps should also be taken 
to encourage the alignment of NDP reviews with the intended 5-year cycle of Local Plan 
reviews. (Housing Supply, Empowerment) 
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5. Annexes 
 
 
Annex A: Work Package 1 Summary 
 
Overall take-up of Neighbourhood Planning at the point of research commencement 
(September 2019) 

● 2,612 areas were actively progressing Neighbourhood Plans; 9 of these were revising 
a “made” neighbourhood plan (as at September 2019). 
o 865 of the total were “made” and a further 16  passed referendum (34%) 

● 9 neighbourhood plans had failed examination, 6 failed referendum, 1 had been 
quashed in the High Court and a further 8 were formally withdrawn from the process 

● The vast majority are led by Parish / Town Councils:  
o 91.5% of area designations were led by Parish/Town Councils and 8.5% were 

Forum-led 
o 94.3% of “made” Plans were led by a Parish/Town Council and 5.6% were Forum 

led. 
● 58 LPAs have no neighbourhood planning activity (no designated areas) - 18% 
● There are 22 business-led neighbourhood plans: 20 of which were Forum-led and 2 

Parish/Town council led. Three of these areas had passed referendum. 
 

Table A1: Regional analysis of the Index of Multiple Deprivation Breakdown of 
Neighbourhood Planning Qualifying Bodies at LA level7.  

Region IMD Q1 IMD Q2 IMD Q3 IMD Q4 IMD Q5 Totals  

London 1 3 36 29 16 85 

South East 284 86 98 24 11 503 

South West 67 230 77 146 3 523 

West 
Midlands 

52 75 163 18 8 316 

East 
Midlands 

88 94 75 69 20 346 

East of 
England 

102 142 94 41 18 397 

Yorks and 
Humber 

29 33  27 64 153 

North West 4 65 63 18 34 184 

North East  1  40 34 75 

Totals: 697 729 606 412 208 2582 

 
7 Excludes neighbourhood area designations in National Parks 
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(24.3%) (28.2%) (23.5%) (16.0%) (8%) 

Table A2: Progress of neighbourhood areas designated per annum 

Year of area designation Number of area 
designations 

No. of plans passed 
referendum (by 

Sept 2019) 

No. of plans that 
have not 

progressed to 
referendum 

2013 519 301 218 

2014 498 191 307 

2015 455 155 300 

2016 400 70 330 

 
● Table A2 suggests a 30-60% “success” rate and a high drop off rate which is 

increasing over time. The drop off rate is higher in plans designated 2014/2015 which 
we might expect to have passed by now considering the “median” time from 
designation to referendum is 39 months. This highlights the need for the WP4 focus 
group on stalled groups. 

● It is difficult to ascertain what the relationship is between emerging NDPs and the 
likely growth pressures, however, as illustrated in Table A3; nearly 80% of designated 
Neighbourhood Areas are in LPAs that are anticipated to see their population 
increase - by between 9.5% and 29.5% between 2014-2039.  

● The average IMD (2015) Quintile, at the neighbourhood area level, for Plans that had 
passed referendum by July 2017 was calculated (sample size 376 Plans). Reflecting 
previous studies8 the majority of neighbourhood areas are within areas classified as 
“least deprived” with only 6.7% in areas classified as “most deprived” (IMD Quintile 
4-5). This highlights how only a very small number of completed Plans are located in 
IMD Q4/5 areas. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
8 See Parker, G, and Salter, K. (2017) ‘Taking stock of neighbourhood planning in England 2011–2016’. 
Planning Practice & Research, 32(4): 478-490. 
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Table A3: Regional breakdown of average IMD (2015) Quintile for NDPs which 
passed referendum prior to July 2017.  

Region IMD Q1 – 
Q2 

IMD Q2 – 
Q3 

IMD Q3 – 
Q4 

IMD Q4- Q5 Totals  

London 0 0 3 2 5 

South East 72 35 14 3 124 

South West 14 17 13 3 47 

West 
Midlands 

15 18 19 9 61 

East 
Midlands 

19 24 8 5 56 

East of 
England 

15 10 7 0 32 

Yorks and 
Humber 

3 3 0 1 7 

North West 16 14 7 2 39 

North East 1 1 3 0 5 

Totals: 155 

(41.2%) 

122 

(32.4%) 

74 

(19.7%) 

25 

(6.7%) 

376 

 

Figure A: Average IMD Quintile (2015) for NDPs which passed referendum prior to 
July 2017.  
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In total, 141 neighbourhood plans were reviewed (136 in parished areas and 5 forums in 
unparished areas) across 58 LPAs. The majority were in the South East region (40%, with 
significant proportions in the East Midlands (19%), South West (14%) and West Midlands 
(18%) region. Table A4 sets out the figures. 

Table A4: Regional spread of LPAs and NDPs in WP1b 

Region No. of NDPs LPAs 
East of England 4 3 
East Midlands 27 12 
London 2 2 
North East 3 2 
North West 3 1 
South East 57 20 
South West 20 10 
West Midlands 25 8 
Grand Total 141 58 

 

4.2 Relationship between the Neighbourhood plan and Local Plan 

Of the 141 NDPs, 50 were covered by ‘comprehensive’ local plans  and the other 91 by two-
part local plans, i.e. a Core Strategy and Development Plan Documents (DPDs).  
 
38% of the areas covered by CLPs (19 NDPs) had an adopted LP at the time the NDP was 
examined. A further 4 had submitted CLPs whilst 27 (54%) were still emerging. 44% of the 
areas covered by two-part local plans (62 NDPs) had an adopted Core Strategy at the time 
the NDP was examined. Of these, a total of 8 Site Allocations DPDs had also been adopted 
by this point. Therefore 27 (19%) of the NDPs based their housing requirements on an 
adopted or examined local plan. 
  
4.3 Local authority approach towards identifying housing need for Neighbourhood Plans 

Of the 141 NDPs, only 2 did not have an OAN/housing number either specifically for the 
neighbourhood area or for a wider area/the district as a whole. As discussed above, a number 
of these OAN figures were provided through Local Plans that had yet to be examined or 
adopted. 
 

89 NDPs (63%) were provided with an OAN/housing number specifically for their 
neighbourhood area. 

 

4.4 Number of homes planned for by Neighbourhood Plans 

● In total, the 141 NDPs allocated sites for 24,661 dwellings on 480 sites. A further 39 
sites were allocated for housing but did not specify an overall housing requirement.  

● On the sites where housing numbers are specified, this represents an average site 
size of 51 dwellings. This is split as follows in Table A5. 
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Table A5: Site allocations in NDPs 

Ave. size of site 
allocation 

No. of NDPs No. of dwellings % of dwelling 

1-5 8 132 1% 
6-10 15 729 3% 
11-20 23 1,102 4% 
21-50 45 5,701 23% 
51-100 21 5,959 23% 
101-300 11 8,193 33% 
301-500 2 3,165 13% 
501+ 0 0 0% 
Total: 125 24,741 100% 

 

The 135 NDPs that chose to allocate did so at an average of 4 sites per plan. Of the 89 NDPs 
that were provided with an OAN/housing number specifically for their neighbourhood area, 
23 plans (26%) allocated sites for fewer dwellings than their specific requirement. Of these 
plans, near half (11) had a windfall allowance to address the shortfall and a further 2 NDPs 
had reserve sites. In effect therefore, these Plans could be said to meet their OAN. The 
requirement figure was derived after completions, and sites in the planning pipeline and 
existing Local Plan allocations had been taken into account. Also, it reflected the requirement 
at the time the NDP was being prepared, rather than any final figure following changes made 
through an emerging Local Plan process. It should be noted that this number should be 
treated with caution as the OAN figures for a number of NDPs were substantially different 
(by more than 200 dwellings) to those being planned for. Furthermore, a large proportion of 
these areas were only slightly below the OAN/housing need number and many of these were 
in areas with emerging Local Plans. It is therefore considered that as the Local Plan emerged 
there were late adjustments to the OAN and this may have resulted in a NDP moving from 
meeting its requirement to under-providing. In areas where the numbers were below the OAN 
this may represent areas that had seen speculative development come forward, yet an 
emerging Local Plan and accompanying OAN figure had left them feeling that a cautious 
approach was appropriate, particularly where the shortfall was small and could be addressed 
in other ways such as through windfall. 
 
Closer examination of these Plans identifies a number of different reasons why NDPs did not 
meet their OAN figure at the time: 

• 2 NDPs were prepared well before the Local Plans emerging for their area had 
established a robust OAN figure. In one case, the NDP was examined in December 
2016 yet the emerging Local Plan has since still not been adopted  

• One NDP did not have an OAN figure for its area and was instead informed by a Local 
Plan approach whereby it was assigned a percentage of a wider rural OAN figure which 
could then be amended by local evidence of potential to support such growth. In this 
case where flexibility was permitted, a windfall allowance was justified in order to meet 
the OAN 

• 2 further NDPs were permitted to include a windfall allowance to meet their OAN figure. 
Both these were rural NDPs where the OAN figures were relatively low 
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• 7 NDPs did not meet their OAN figure by a very small number (less than 10 dwellings) 
In some cases it is understood that the OAN figure remained in draft throughout the 
process but was then fixed at a higher level once the NDP had reached an advanced 
stage and did not choose to delay and be amended. In light of the small nature of the 
shortfall, this was not identified as being a significant issue in any of these cases and 
was addressed through windfall  

• One NDP saw 2 of its 3 site allocations be granted planning permission for scales of 
development lower than they were allocated for, resulting in a shortfall against the OAN 

• 5 NDPs were in areas that included emerging strategic allocations which addressed 
the shortfall in OAN 

• 2 NDPs identified reserve sites in case the permissions granted and built on the 
allocated sites did not meet the OAN requirement 

• 2 NDPs saw their OAN requirements increase through the Local Plan process at a late 
stage in their development. In one case this involved a Local Plan Site Allocations DPD 
increasing the housing requirement on a site allocated in the NDP 

• One NDP was reflecting the emerging Local Plan allocations in the NDP, so effectively 
did not allocate. 

  
Our review of these Plans suggests that the most common scenario for emerging NDPs was 
that they were being informed by emerging Local Plans where the spatial disaggregation of 
OAN was not fully established and tested. Only 9 of 23 NDPs (39%) were examined at a 
point in time when there was an up-to-date adopted Local Plan in place, with 7 of these in a 
single local authority area. This was often further complicated by the presence of a strategic 
site in an area; which served to significantly inflate the OAN for the parish/forum, if not what 
was expected to be delivered through the NDP for that parish/forum. This highlights the 
difficulty in drawing robust conclusions from the data gathered. The Local Plan context for 
each district at the time that NDPs were emerging is different in many ways, as is the context 
for different types of NDP (rural NDPs with low OAN requirements versus NDPs in larger 
settlements where the OAN is higher and further complicated by the relationship with 
strategic development). Ultimately this means that the headline data needs to be interpreted 
carefully in all cases. 
 
The data shows 31 out of the 84 Plans that allocated sites exceeded their identified OAN 
requirement (this equates to 38%). These figures include areas that exceeded the OAN by a 
de minimis number (i.e. less than 5 dwellings). In total, these 31 Plans provided 2,149 
dwelling above the OAN: 

 
• 6 NDPs accounted for 59% of this total, each exceeding the OAN requirement by 100 

dwellings or more  
• 6 NDPs exceeded the OAN requirement by less than 10 dwellings (contributing 27 

dwellings to the total) 
• 13 of the 31 NDPs (42%) were examined at a point in time when there was an up-to-

date adopted Local Plan in place. 
 
This is shown in Table A6. 
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Table A6: NDPs that exceeded their OAN requirement 

 
Ave. amount OAN 
exceeded by 

 
No. of NDPs 

No. of  
dwellings 

% of dwelling 
total 

1-10 6 27 1% 
11-25 6 120 6% 
26-50 7 283 13% 
51-99 6 455 21% 
100+ 6 1,264 59% 
Grand Total 31 2,149 100% 

 
 
The general conclusion that can be drawn from the review of the 89 NDPs that were given a 
specific housing number/OAN and chose to allocate sites is that most did allocate sufficient 
numbers of houses, with a good number exceeding their requirement. Of the NDPs that, on 
the face of it, did not meet the OAN requirement, often there was a wider context to this which 
meant that there was not necessarily deliberate under-provision, or where the requirement 
was not ultimately met, this was by a de minimis amount. Also, when comparing the NDPs 
which exceeded their OAN with those that did not meet it, there is no significant difference in 
the proportion that were examined with an up-to-date adopted Local Plan in place. 
 
The 24,741 dwellings in allocation policies in the NDPs assessed does not reflect the fact 
that some of these sites had either already been allocated in a Local Plan (either adopted or 
emerging) or had received outline or full planning permission by the time the NDP was 
examined. As such, these cannot be counted as allocations made by the NDP because their 
allocation or delivery would probably have happened anyway. Of this total number of 
dwellings, 6,534 would have come forward as Local Plan allocations or as sites with planning 
permission. Therefore, the NDPs themselves allocated sites totalling 18,207 dwellings (74% 
of the total). In total, these dwellings were allocated by 117 NDPs across 466 sites, an 
average of 39 dwellings per site (compared with 51 dwellings per site for all sites in NDPs).  
 
Again, this figure should be treated with caution. A number of sites that were allocated by an 
NDP may have come forward through an emerging Local Plan but the emerging Local Plan 
was then withdrawn and the NDP undertook to allocate the site. Equally, there were some 
NDPs which allocated sites but did not state a housing figure for them, therefore this will 
serve to increase the number of dwellings allocated through NDPs. (It should be noted 
however that, derived from WP3, some LPAs have been actively encouraging 
neighbourhood planning groups not to allocate sites but to support Local Plan allocations 
through site-specific policies in the NDP instead.  

The above section provides an insight on the complex environment that housing allocations 
are being made. As such the figures that we cite do need careful treatment. By way of 
explanation. We indicate that 38% of the 84 NDPs which allocated sites, exceeded their 
identified OAN requirement. In total, these 31 plans provided 2,149 dwellings above the 
OAN. For these plans, their OAN figure was 8,006 dwellings, therefore it could be inferred 
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that these plans chose to allocate dwellings at an average of 27% above their OAN 
requirement. To do so however would be to over-simplify what is a complex picture across 
24 different local planning authority areas. 
 
It is difficult to directly compare the 27% figure with the figures presented in the Lichfields 
study. The reason for this is that this study considers ‘effective’ OAN, which means an OAN 
figure that has been reduced to take into account completions and sites in the planning 
pipeline that would otherwise contribute to OAN. This is distinct from what could be called a 
‘pure’ OAN figure which is much higher.  
 
6 NDPs accounted for 59% of the 2,149-dwelling total, each exceeding the OAN requirement 
by 100 dwellings or more. These 6 NDPs had OAN requirements totalling 6,030 dwellings, 
or 75% of the overall OAN figure for all 31 NDPs. What this shows is that NDPs with a very 
high ‘effective’ OAN - more than 1,000 dwellings - have a disproportionate impact on the 
headline figure of 27% above OAN. 

 
12 NDPs accounted for just 7% of the 2,149-dwelling total, with none of them exceeding their 
OAN requirement by more than 25 dwellings. These 12 NDPs had OAN targets totalling 
1,035 dwellings, or 13% of the overall OAN figure for all 31 NDPs. On average, they 
exceeded their OAN target by just 14%. 
 
As a result caution should be exercised in presenting any headline figures from the report, in 
particular the 27%-above-OAN statistic.  
 
What we can say is that, while the sample showed allocations were 27% above OAN 
(discounted to take account of sites with permission) this was skewed by some large 
allocations in a small number of Plans, so more realistically, the 'mean' average is was 14% 
above their remaining requirement. 
 
Types of Neighbourhood plan housing policy and specific site allocation requirements 

  
The 141 NDPs reviewed contained a total of 419 housing-related policies (excluding site 
allocation policies). This is an average of 3 housing-related policies per plan (in addition to 
the average of 4 site allocations per plan).  
 

The following were the types of housing-related matters covered by these policies (it should 
be noted that more than one specific matter could be covered by a single policy (Table A7). 

Table A7: Housing policy in NDPs 

Housing matter in policy Number of NDPs 
 

Housing design 92  
Affordable housing 80  
Character/layout of new estates 61  
Density 55  
Green/renewable issues 44  

 

Housing design was the most common housing-related policy, with 65% of NDPs having at 
least one policy addressing this matter. Also very commonly addressed was affordable 
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housing (57%). None of the NDPs set a target for affordable housing as this is considered a 
strategic policy. The majority of the affordable housing policies simply reiterated the need to 
comply with the Local Plan Policy particularly in areas with emerging Local Plans with new 
targets as a mechanism to signpost applicants to the most up to date requirements.  

Other matters that were frequently addressed in the NDPs were: 

● Housing mix 
● Parking provision 
● Infill development 

Across the housing allocation policies in the 141 NDPs assessed, there were a number of 
specific requirements for development proposals to comply with the policy. These are set 
out in Table A8. 

Table A8: Housing-related requirement of site allocation policies  

Housing requirement/type No. of NDPs 
Affordable housing  21 
Housing to meet the needs of older people  44 
Specific type of open market housing  3 
Housing to meet local needs  47 
Starter Homes  20 
Shared ownership housing  4 
Housing mix  63 

 

The most common requirement of the site allocations related to housing mix (45% of NDPs), 
followed by housing to meet local needs (33%) and housing to meet the needs of older 
people (31%). 
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Annex B: Work Package 2: Local Planning Authorities and Completed NDP area 
surveys Summary 
 
Community attitudes toward development and the wider planning system 

Evidence from communities suggests that Neighbourhood Planning can lead to improved 
attitudes towards local development. Although the most frequent responses indicated no 
change in community attitudes or increased awareness and understanding of development 
issues. Those reporting improvements were double the number reporting a worsening of 
community attitudes. Motivations of communities expressed show a vast majority of 
respondents sought to improve the quality of development in their area. Typically 
through design policies or a comprehensive design guide and sought to tailor development 
to local needs. 

• There is evidence that on balance Neighbourhood Planning improves 
community attitudes towards the planning system, with positive responses nearly 
double those of negative ones. Undoubtedly the process increases awareness and 
understanding of how planning works as identified by the vast majority of community 
respondents. 

• The process overall - vast majority responded that the process went ‘well’ (n= 49) or 
‘OK’ (n= 41), meaning that on balance the process was well-regarded by 90%  

 
Community attitudes toward the Local Planning Authority  

• Just under half of community respondents (49%) indicated the Neighbourhood 
Planning process had improved community-LPA relations (44%) or helped continue 
positive relations (5%).  

• A significant minority of 27% indicated that the process had not improved community-
LPA relations. Twelve respondents indicated that they had insufficient information to 
answer this question or that it was too soon to tell. 

• When asked how supportive the LPA had been, nearly 9 out of 10 communities felt 
their LPA was either very (49%) or somewhat (39%) supportive - this suggests that 
overall Neighbourhood Planning can be said to improve or sustain positive LPA-
community relations. 

• In communities where the LPA relationship was particularly difficult, respondents 
expressed a desire for independent actors to resolve disputes. 

 
Neighbourhood Planning as a catalyst for other neighbourhood initiatives - a majority of 
community respondents (61%) suggested that Neighbourhood Planning was acted as a 
catalyst for other initiatives within their neighbourhood. These ranged from one-off events 
to significant undertakings such as creating community land trusts. The small number of 
Forums in the questionnaire (n=8) mean it is not possible to judge whether they are more 
likely to pursue other initiatives in the absence of a Parish Council, however three Forums 
did report considerable increases in community infrastructure and activity as a result of the 
Neighbourhood Planning process, including one Forum that established a Community 
Interest Company and another that formed a Community Land Trust to regenerate a town 
centre. 
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Volunteer time - NDPs require significant amount of volunteer time, typically falling on a 
small group of individuals. Within this wider group, the process is frequently driven by one 
or two residents, for whom the plan can become a full-time job. In total, 82% of community 
respondents found the process more burdensome than expected. 

Facilitators and barriers to Neighbourhood Planning - Community respondents 
overwhelmingly identified the resilience and dedication of the communities themselves, as 
essential. This reflects the considerable volunteer time required (see above), but also the 
time and resource investment communities are placing into their NDPs. These ‘sunk costs’ 
are considerable and it is difficult for communities who have invested vast amounts of time 
completing an NDP to see decisions made against the wishes of the community.  

Most respondents indicated that planning consultants had been ‘essential’ to their NDP 
Only five communities in the questionnaire did not employ consultants. This suggests that 
consultant input is a vital component of completing an NDP.  

Decision-Making and Investment - reports from Local Planning Authority suggest that 
Neighbourhood Planning does not speed up the development process, and at times can 
actually make decision-making more difficult. A minority of respondent had witnessed 
evidence of faster development being brought forward as a result of NDPs (n=8 / 18.6%), 
although slightly more reported reduced opposition to new development (n=10 / 23.3%). 
This suggests that under certain circumstances that development can be better facilitated 
by Neighbourhood Planning than in its absence, but that this is not the most frequent 
outcome. Local planning officers were keen to stress that regardless of Neighbourhood 
Planning, local development (especially larger sites) is almost always contentious, and so 
not reducing opposition should not be regarded as a failing of the policy. 

 
Neighbourhood Plans are now firmly bedded into the decision-making structure. 
Communities reported that in the vast majority of cases where their NDP had been cited, the 
decision was in line with the NDP. In the minority of cases where decisions had gone against 
NDP policies, this caused significant upset in communities, especially where the decision-
making process was deemed opaque. LPA respondents did indicate that NDPs are rarely 
determinative on their own – more often they are cited in conjunction with the Local Plan, 
suggesting that NDPs ‘bolster’ decision with local nuance rather than significantly alter 
decision-making. 
  
Only one LPA respondent reported any evidence of NDP causing displacement activity – 
an increase in planning applications in communities without an NDP (from an LPA with a 
large amount of Neighbourhood Planning activity and the majority of the LPA’s area under 
NDP designations). Difficult to calculate the level or position of development in the absence 
of NDPs. 
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Annex C: Work Package 3 – NP Case Studies Summary 
 
Development Impacts and Housing Supply  

• Net additionality appears limited but there may be a role in liaising more effectively at 
site identification/ / call for sites stages of the planning process. 

• Overall no evidence of displacement of development was found in any of the cases. 
 
Other Development Impacts (including Quality of Development)  

• Overall design policies can help with quality of development as well as helping with 
local community acceptance of development.  

• Timing of Plans (and local plans) are also recognised as important for such policy to 
have weight.  

• Forums can also act as the focus for liaison i.e. at pre-application stages.  
 
Decision making and Investment  

• Some surprise detected from Neighbourhoods that they had an active role in 
attempting to enforce the use of their NDP policies; 

• Most areas did not add much by way of substantive comment on investment 
• Unclear about the speed question but good well-evidenced policy was seen as 

important; 
• CIL continues to be a contentious point in some areas: 

o In one case too much money was flowing in 
o Other areas either no CIL or CIL arrangements were unsatisfactory from the 

neighbourhood perspective. 
o Two examples used an area-based approach to determining CIL spend. 

 
Community Attitudes and Engagement  

• There is a somewhat mixed picture on attitudes to development, with some arguing 
that it has improved. Seems to depend partly on pre-existing relations and 
arrangements locally.  

• Ongoing use and implementation of Plans could also affect such relations – this is 
contingent on quality of Plans and their use by LPAs. 

 
Influence of Geography  

• Urban Forums have extra difficulties and lack funding; 
• Presence of Skills and knowhow in different neighbourhoods uneven; 
• Establishing urban neighbourhood areas can be challenging given boundary issues, 

lack of pre-existing community organisation and diversity of population; 
• Areas where a local plan are in place may be more encouraging / attractive for 

Neighbourhoods to initiate a Plan. 
 
Success Factors and Common Barriers 

• Significant time investment from volunteers; 
• Consultants were seen as important (see also WP2 and WP4); 
• Presence or advanced stage of a Local Plan; 
• Overall LPA attitudes and resourcing of NP support. 

 
Reforms and changes to practice 
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• a more fundamental change to try and get a more widespread engagement with 
planning at the neighbourhood scale.  

• Having compulsory support (i.e. strengthen support framework) and not relying so 
heavily on volunteers that are often quite elderly.  

• a change in policy regarding the review of NDPs (timing / longevity) – and greater 
clarity concerning this process 

• several thought that simplification (see also WP2) should be sought but there was 
little on the details of this reworking.  

• being more prescriptive by stating that Neighbourhoods need to address housing if 
there is an (local plan) allocation in that area. 

 
Neighbourhoods: 

• enhanced funding generally, the enabling of residual funding for Forums and to look 
at clarifying how and on what basis the neighbourhood portion of CIL receipts will be 
spent.  

• Better project management to be emphasised more 
• Make it much clearer to local communities what it actually means to have an NDP 

and to be explicit about it being pro-growth 
• Ensuring communities understand the boundaries of NDPs (i.e. what is land use 

policy) is still a concern 
• More resources and support around policy writing was needed (creating effective 

design policy was also seen as difficulty for communities, and an opportunity to add 
value) 

• Linked to increased input from DM during the initial stages of the process to cover 
how best to phrase policies. 

 
Local Planning Authorities: 

• more emphasis on local authorities’ working actively with communities would be 
useful (Basingstoke).  

• A more streamlined process or template NP was suggested (Basingstoke).  
• LPA resources were cited - linked to ensuring better NDP quality 
• Dedicated NP support in LPAs was seen as ideal (although requires a sufficient level 

of Neighbourhood Planning activity to sustain) 
• Some LPAs would like to promote NP and support groups more, particularly during 

the initial stages – again resourcing appears to hamper this. 
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Annex D: Work Package 4 - Consultants, Development Industry, and ‘Stalled’ 
groups Summary 
 
Consultants: a lot of issues were raised and as might be expected, the consultants thought 
that they acted to stabilise neighbourhood planning as a policy by giving support across the 
stages and in interpreting policy and other requirements. They saw most value in NDPs 
where the local plan was absent and in trying to urge communities to add value in policy 
terms where a local plan is in place. There were concerns about the review of plans and how 
housing requirements are currently imposed or assessed. They see that neighbourhood 
planning can change attitudes and raise understanding of planning. They want to see 
clarification of roles and joint working across LPAs, communities and consultants as well as 
a reform of the support programme so  that  funding better reflected the required extent and  
type of inputs required. 
 
 
Developers: a highly variable picture of neighbourhood planning emerges from this group. 
The findings from the Developers highlights arguments and counter-arguments for NDPs 
being allowed ahead of local plans (as well as disallowing them). A diversity of experiences 
in liaison were cited and some frustration at not being able to liaise. Many were cautious 
about the net value, particularly where a local plan is in place. They were also concerned 
about quality and robustness overall. They were concerned that emerging NDPs can confuse 
investment decisions and could overall slow down development.  
 
Issues around site allocation could be pursued further – one option would be to task NPs 
with more active windfall and infill site identification rather than formal ‘allocation’ - which if 
found could be referred up to the LPAs as part of regular calls for sites. 
 
Stalled groups: the ‘stalled’ groups category highlights how the role of the local authority, 
both in terms of providing support and the relationship and timing of NDPs with the local plan 
are prominent. For Forums, the burdens involved as well as other concerns (e.g. wider 
neighbourhood projects or development proposals) can act to slow them down, if not stall 
them entirely. Neighbourhoods overall are also now more aware of the input costs and 
possible issues involved in progressing an NDP and those who have considered it recently 
have more information and alternative options. 
 
Overall this points to questions of resources, relations and value in maintaining the 
throughput of neighbourhood planning activity - perhaps most particularly in Forum areas. 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 4 



1

7

45

3
20

94

29

84

33

187
73

30

116

9

59

68

98

4

83

5

6

11

88

69

77

48

37158

202

21

185

93

24

17

2

207

64

41

12

50

159

243

238

25

67

76

194

56

66

234

92

106

27

72

143

125

39

133

176

74

224

118

81

79

254

191

213

97

85

65

23

62

78

199

54

233

180

112

34

149

89

128

193

163

135

82

201

141239

160

196

178

107

8

10

86

226

184

36

61
167

259
220

225

57

132

144

153

223

80

1632

241

19

188

13

177

253

165

70

162

122

230

90

216

55

215

100

256

31

26

151

95

124

182

63

35148

175

236

138

58

127

244
197

71

53

240

51

205

204

111

251

18124742

190

60

212
229

222

38

130

168

232

136

46

114

104

246

171

161

43

206

28

139

103

250

210

126

173

248

219

237

44

113
249

235

99

121

134

218

119

145

164

228

252

209

101

174

115

110

169

260

257

47

117

109

166

261

91

129

183

102

40

227

18

170

221

96

157

198
242 179

75
48192

15

208

172

245

22

146

105

52

131

154

195

231

152

156

200

87

142

217

14

120

214
255

203

258
155

123

150

108

140
211

186

Status
Made

Referendum

Examination

Reg 16 Consultation

Designated

Parish Index

9	    Ashton Keynes
26	  Bradford-on-Avon
29	  Bremhill
41	  Burbage
44	  Calne &
    	  (45) Calne Without
50	  Cherhill (Community 
         Right to Build Order)
58	  Chirton (Chirton & Conock
         Neighbourhood Plan)
61	  Christian Malford
70	  Compton Bassett
73	  Corsham
76	  Cricklade
79	  Devizes (inc. 20 Bishops 
         Cannings)
84	  Downton
109	Great Somerford
119	Hilperton
121	Holt
124	Hullavington
125	Idmiston
134	Langley Burrell Without
140	Limpley Stoke
150	Malmesbury (inc. 
        36 Brokenborough & 207
        St. Paul Malmesbury 
        Without)
174	Oaksey
180	Pewsey
182	Potterne
185	Purton
191	Royal Wootton Bassett
201	Sherston
226	Tisbury & (240) West 
         Tisbury
233	Urchfont
234	Warminster
238	West Lavington
257	Wootton Rivers

 

120	Hindon

1	    Aldbourne
2	    Alderbury
4	    Allington
24	  Box
27	  Bratton
30	  Brinkworth
33	  Broad Chalke
35	  Broad Town
37	  Bromham
56	  Chippenham
57	  Chippenham Without
        (Allington & Sheldon)
65	  Clyffe Pypard
67	  Colerne
72	  Coombe Bissett

3	    All Cannings
5	    Alton
6	    Alvediston
7	    Amesbury
8	    Ansty
10	  Atworth
11	  Avebury
12	  Barford St. Martin
13	  Baydon
14	  Beechingstoke
15	  Berwick Bassett
16	  Berwick St. James
17	  Berwick St. John
18	  Berwick St. Leonard
19	  Biddestone
21	  Bishopstone
22	  Bishopstrow
23	  Bowerchalke
25	  Boyton
28	  Braydon
31	  Britford
32	  Brixton Deverill
34	  Broad Hinton
38	  Broughton Gifford
39	  Bulford
40	  Bulkington
42	  Burcombe Without
43	  Buttermere
46	  Castle Combe
47	  Chapmanslade
48	  Charlton
49	  Charlton
51	  Cheverell Magna
52	  Cheverell Parva
53	  Chicklade
54	  Chilmark

55	  Chilton Foliat
59	  Chitterne
60	  Cholderton
62	  Chute
63	  Chute Forest
64	  Clarendon Park
66	  Codford
68	  Collingbourne Ducis
69	  Collingbourne Kingston
71	  Compton Chamberlayne
74	  Corsley
75	  Coulston
78	  Dauntsey
81	  Dinton
82	  Donhead St. Andrew
83	  Donhead St. Mary
85	  Durnford
86	  Durrington
87	  East Kennett
88	  East Knoyle
89	  Easterton
90	  Easton
91	  Easton Grey
92	  Ebbesborne Wake
94	  Enford
95	  Erlestoke
96	  Etchilhampton
97	  Everleigh
98	  Figheldean
99	  Firsdown
100	Fittleton
101	Fonthill Bishop
102	Fonthill Gifford
103	Fovant
104	Froxfield
105	Fyfield
106	Grafton
108	Great Hinton
110	Great Wishford
111	Grimstead
112	Grittleton
113	Ham
114	Hankerton
115	Heddington
116	Heytesbury
122	Horningsham
123	Huish
126	Keevil
127	Kilmington
128	Kingston Deverill
129	Kington Langley
131	Knook
132	Lacock
133	Landford
135	Latton
137	LCPs of Broughton  
         Gifford and Melksham
         Without	
139	Leigh
141	Little Bedwyn
142	Little Somerford
143	Longbridge Deverill
144	Luckington
145	Ludgershall
149	Maiden Bradley with
         Yarnfield
151	Manningford
152	Marden
155	Marston
156	Marston Maisey

160	Mildenhall
161	Milston
162	Milton Lilbourne
163	Minety
164	Monkton Farleigh
165	Netheravon
166	Netherhampton
167	Nettleton
168	Newton Tony
171	North Wraxall
172	Norton Bavant
173	Norton
176	Ogbourne St. Andrew
177	Ogbourne St. George
178	Orcheston
179	Patney
181	Pitton and Farley
183	Poulshot
184	Preshute
186	Quidhampton
187	Ramsbury
188	Redlynch
189	Roundway
190	Rowde
192	Rushall
194	Savernake
196	Sedgehill and Semley
198	Semington
199	Shalbourne
200	Sherrington
203	Sopworth
204	South Newton
205	South Wraxall
208	Stanton St. Bernard
210	Stapleford
211	Staverton
212	Steeple Ashton
213	Steeple Langford
214	Stert
215	Stockton
216	Stourton with Gasper
217	Stratford Toney
219	Sutton Mandeville
220	Sutton Veny
221	Swallowcliffe
222	Teffont
223	Tidcombe and Fosbury
224	Tidworth
225	Tilshead
228	Tollard Royal
230	Upavon
231	Upton Lovell
232	Upton Scudamore
237	West Knoyle
239	West Overton
243	Whiteparish
244	Wilcot
245	Wilsford
246	Wilsford cum Lake
248	Wingfield
250	Winterbourne Bassett
252	Winterbourne Monkton
253	Winterbourne Stoke
256	Woodford
259	Wylye
260	Yatton Keynell
261	Zeals

Made

Referendum

Reg 16 Consultation

Designated Area

Undesignated
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77	  Crudwell
80	  Dilton Marsh
93	  Edington
107	Great Bedwyn
117	Heywood
118	Hilmarton
130	Kington St. Michael
136	Laverstock
138	Lea and Cleverton
147	Lydiard Tregoze
148	Lyneham and Bradenstoke
154	Marlborough
157	Melksham & 
	      (158) Melksham Without
159	Mere
170	North Newnton
175	Odstock
193	Salisbury
197	Seend
202	Shrewton
206	Southwick
209	Stanton St. Quintin
218	Sutton Benger
229	Trowbridge
235	West Ashton
236	West Dean
241	Westbury
242	Westwood
247	Wilton
249	Winsley
254	Winterslow
255	Woodborough
258	Worton

153	Market Lavington
227	Tockenham
251	Winterbourne

Examination

146	Lydiard Millicent
169	North Bradley
195	Seagry



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 5 



Complete (from 2016) Awaiting (Programmed) 61 Christian Malford 134 Langley Burrell Without 205 
St. Paul Malmesbury 
Without 

ID Name 29 Bremhill 62 Chute 135 Latton 206 Stanton St. Bernard 
1 Aldbourne No Current Survey 63 Chute Forest 136 Laverstock 208 Stapleford 

11 Avebury 2 Alderbury 64 Clarendon Park 138 Leigh 209 Staverton 
12 Barford St. Martin 3 All Cannings 68 Collingbourne Ducis 139 Limpley Stoke 210 Steeple Ashton 
24 Box 4 Allington 69 Collingbourne Kingston 140 Little Bedwyn 211 Steeple Langford 
27 Bratton 5 Alton 70 Compton Bassett 141 Little Somerford 212 Stert 
37 Bromham 6 Alvediston 71 Compton Chamberlayne 142 Longbridge Deverill 213 Stockton 
58 Chirton and Conock 7 Amesbury 73 Corsham 143 Luckington 215 Stratford Toney 
65 Clyffe Pypard 8 Ansty 75 Coulston 144 Ludgershall 216 Sutton Benger 
66 Codford 9 Ashton Keynes 76 Cricklade 145 Lydiard Millicent 217 Sutton Mandeville 
67 Colerne 10 Atworth 77 Crudwell 146 Lydiard Tregoze 218 Sutton Veny 

72 Coombe Bissett 13 Baydon 78 Dauntsey 148 
Maiden Bradley with 
Yarnfield 219 Swallowcliffe 

74 Corsley 14 Beechingstoke 79 Devizes 149 Malmesbury 220 Teffont 
80 Dilton Marsh 15 Berwick Bassett 81 Dinton 150 Manningford 222 Tidcombe and Fosbury 
92 Edington 16 Berwick St. James 82 Donhead St. Andrew 151 Marden 223 Tidworth 

106 Great Bedwyn 17 Berwick St. John 83 Donhead St. Mary 153 Marlborough 224 Tilshead 
107 Great Durnford 18 Berwick St. Leonard 84 Downton 154 Marston 226 Tockenham 
116 Heytesbury 19 Biddestone 85 Durrington 155 Marston Maisey 227 Tollard Royal 
117 Heywood 20 Bishops Cannings 86 East Kennett 156 Melksham 228 Trowbridge 
118 Hilmarton 21 Bishopstone 87 East Knoyle 157 Melksham Without 229 Upavon 
119 Hilperton 22 Bishopstrow 88 Easterton 159 Mildenhall 230 Upton Lovell 
120 Hindon 23 Bowerchalke 89 Easton 160 Milston 231 Upton Scudamore 
124 Hullavington 25 Boyton 90 Easton Grey 161 Milton Lilbourne 232 Urchfont 
130 Kington St. Michael  26 Bradford-on-Avon 91 Ebbesborne Wake 162 Minety 233 Warminster 
137 Lea and Cleverton 28 Braydon 93 Enford 163 Monkton Farleigh 235 West Dean 

147 
Lyneham and 
Bradenstoke 30 Brinkworth 94 Erlestoke 164 Netheravon 236 West Knoyle 

152 Market Lavington 31 Britford 95 Etchilhampton 165 Netherhampton 238 West Overton 
158 Mere 32 Brixton Deverill 96 Everleigh 170 North Wraxall 240 Westbury 
166 Nettleton 33 Broad Chalke 97 Figheldean 171 Norton Bavant 241 Westwood 
167 Newton Tony 34 Broad Hinton 98 Firsdown 172 Norton 242 Whiteparish 
168 North Bradley 35 Broad Town 99 Fittleton 173 Oaksey 243 Wilcot 
169 North Newnton 36 Brokenborough 100 Fonthill Bishop 174 Odstock 244 Wilsford 
177 Orcheston 38 Broughton Gifford 101 Fonthill Gifford 175 Ogbourne St. Andrew 245 Wilsford cum Lake 
179 Pewsey 39 Bulford 102 Fovant 176 Ogbourne St. George 246 Wilton 
180 Pitton and Farley 40 Bulkington 103 Froxfield 178 Patney 247 Wingfield 

188 Rowde 41 Burbage 104 Fyfield 181 Potterne 248 Winsley 
193 Seagry 42 Burcombe Without 105 Grafton 182 Poulshot 249 Winterbourne Bassett 
195 Seend 43 Buttermere 108 Great Hinton 183 Preshute 250 Winterbourne Monkton 
200 Shrewton 44 Calne 109 Great Somerford 184 Purton 251 Winterbourne Stoke 
204 Southwick 45 Calne Without 110 Great Wishford 185 Quidhampton 254 Woodford 
207 Stanton St. Quintin 46 Castle Combe 111 Grimstead 186 Ramsbury 255 Wootton Rivers 
214 Stourton with Gasper 47 Chapmanslade 112 Grittleton 187 Redlynch 257 Wylye 
221 The Winterbournes 48 Charlton 113 Ham 189 Royal Wootton Bassett 259 Zeals 
225 Tisbury 49 Charlton 114 Hankerton 190 Rushall   
234 West Ashton 50 Cherhill 115 Heddington 191 Salisbury   
237 West Lavington 51 Cheverell Magna 122 Horningsham 192 Savernake   
252 Winterslow 52 Cheverell Parva 123 Huish 194 Sedgehill and Semley   
253 Woodborough 53 Chicklade 125 Idmiston 196 Semington   
256 Worton 54 Chilmark 126 Keevil 197 Shalbourne   
258 Yatton Keynell 55 Chilton Foliat 127 Kilmington 198 Sherrington   
In Progress 56 Chippenham 128 Kingston Deverill 199 Sherston   
239 West Tisbury 57 Chippenham Without 129 Kington Langley 201 Sopworth   
121 Holt 59 Chitterne 131 Knook 202 South Newton   
133 Landford 60 Cholderton 132 Lacock 203 South Wraxall    
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