
PLANNING COMMITTEE

TUESDAY, 25 AUGUST 2020

PRESENT: - Councillors Timothy Swinyard (Chair), John Ballman, Nick Burns-
Howell, Malcolm Davies, Paul Dixon, Steph Exell, Jenny Jefferies, Vinay Manro, 
Nick Martin, Jane Milner-Barry, Stan Pajak, Carol Shelley, Vera Tomlinson and 
Peter Watts.

An apology for absence was received from Councillor Alan Bishop.

1.  Declarations of Interest

The Chair reminded Councillors to declare any known interests in any of the matters 
to be considered by the Committee.  No such declarations were made.

2.  Minutes

Resolved – That the minutes of the meetings held on 28th May and 9th June 
2020, be confirmed and signed.

3.  Public Question Time

There were no public questions

4.  S/20/0088/CHHO - Erection of two-storey and first floor extensions and 
change of use to from 14no. flats, erection of 6no. bedroom multi 

occupancy care unit and associated works, Lanterns, Revell Close, 
Upper Stratton

In respect of application numbered /20/0088/CHHO - Erection of two-storey and first 
floor extensions and change of use to from 14no. flats, erection of 6no. bedroom 
multi occupancy care unit and associated works, Lanterns, Revell Close, Upper 
Stratton the Committee considered: -

(a) An application for permission to develop;
(b) Recommendations of the Head of Planning, Regulatory Services and 

Heritage;
(c) The views of interested persons set out in the report circulated with 

the Committee Agenda;

(d) The comments at the meeting of the following interested persons:-

Name Address/Organisation
Mr Satra Agent
Ms Lisa Smith Local Resident

Councillors John Ballman, Jenny Jefferies, Vinay Manro, Stan Pajak, Carol Shelley 
and Vera Tomlinson spoke in respect of this application.

The application can be broadly summarised as:



 This application is brought before the Committee for consideration at the 
request of Stratton St Margaret Parish Council due to the concerns of local 
residents, existing drainage/flood issues within the vicinity, quality of housing 
proposed and potential light pollution. 

 The application sought the redevelopment of the former Lanterns care home 
site set in its own grounds and surrounded by residential properties.

 The application sought a change of use of the existing building including two 
storey and first floor extensions to create 14 one and two bed flats.

 The existing footprint of the Lanterns building was to be retained with first floor 
extensions above the existing single storey western wing and connecting 
central wing and a two storey extension to the south of the existing western 
wing to correspond the existing two storey eastern wing to complement the 
existing built form.

 The proposed scale and massing of the development would complement the 
surrounding built form, including the nearby residential dwellings and the 
Parkview apartments, and would not appear as an over-dominant or 
overbearing structure, in considering both the scale and separation distances 
achieved. 

 The application also seeks to deliver a 6 bed multi-occupancy care unit for 
individuals with learning difficulties and autism to the west of the site. 

 The setting of the proposed care home within an existing residential 
community would fulfil the principle of inclusive design and community living. 

 Access to the site would remain as existing via Revell Close with highway 
officers confirming this was safe and suitable with adequate vehicle and 
cycling parking provision. 

 The scheme would offer a good level of amenity to future occupiers and was 
located within an existing residential community with good access to local 
shops, services and facilities and public transport. 

 The scheme design protected the privacy of local residents.
 There had been a number of revisions during the course of the application in 

response to concerns from local properties around overlooking from first floor 
windows in the south-east elevation.

 The lead flood agency has considered the plans and recommended the 
scheme for approval.

 Concerns raised around the light pollution would addressed with screening 
works and a condition requiring external lighting to be submitted for review. 

 The application would bring back into use vacant and therefore underutilised 
building, significantly enhancing the appearance of the existing building which 
has become dilapidated, as well as offering a landscape scheme which 
introduces new tree planting, new boundary planting and new boundary 
fences, adding to the overall quality of the area.

 The site is sustainably located within the Swindon Urban Area with a 
presumption in favour of development and is previously developed brownfield' 
land, therefore having a material benefit in this respect as directed by the 
NPPF Paragraphs 117 and 118.

 The Stratton St Margaret Neighbourhood Plan which was out for consultation 
also recognised the need for mixed use development and the utilisation of 
brownfield land.

 Officers had recommended approval of the application subject to the 
conditions set out within the report.



Submissions supporting the application can be broadly summarised as:

 The applicant was a care provider who had been providing care for vulnerable 
adults in Swindon for 12 years and who with his wife had 50 years of care 
service experience.

 The applicant and his wife acquired failing services and turned them around 
with a focus on quality of care being a provider of choice and having services 
rated as outstanding by the regulators and having preferred bidder status 
within Swindon Borough Council.

 The site was recommended to him by Swindon Borough Council’s Social 
Services Department and he bought it from the National Health Service.

 The site was configured to keep it within a reasonable density and to avoid 
overdeveloping it keeping it in character with nearby houses.

 Local experts, such as architects were used because of their knowledge of 
Swindon and the local area.

 Work had been undertaken to minimise the carbon footprint of the 
development with renewal energy and eco features.

 There was a shortage of good affordable flats in the area which would be 
provided with the application and there would accommodation for people with 
learning difficulties.

 The application had addressed the concerns of local residents in respect of 
traffic, drainage, privacy and light pollution.

 There had been engagement with the Parish Council by the applicant and 
architect.

 The application was in line with planning guidelines and offered quality 
housing for vulnerable adults.

 The application would support the local economy through the use of local 
workers.

 That a stair lift would be provided as part of the care unit and a small lift 
capable of holding a wheelchair would be considered by the applicant.

 There was no local planning guidelines on the size of rooms for care facilities.

Submissions opposing the application can be broadly summarised as:

 Apart from the SEN provision there would be 14 other properties developed as 
part of the application.

 Local residents were concerned that the development would lead to flooding; 
smaller applications for the site had been refused on a number of occasions 
for reasons including this concern.

 The local area had Victorian drains and the development would adversely 
affect a local drainage area.

 The residents of Beech Croft Road had also sought a resident’s only gated 
pedestrian back access off the existing access from the main road.

 The two storey extension also gave local residents concerns regarding privacy 
in their back gardens.

 Details in respect of the placement of lighting had not yet been provided.
 The care unit would require 24 hour staffing and with 14 other units this would 

increase traffic volumes.
 The 14 housing units were originally intended for residents with Special 

Educational Needs but this had now become available as general housing 
stock.



Resolved - That the Director of Strategic Development be authorised to grant 
planning permission subject to the conditions set out in the report together with any 
amended, omitted or additional conditions and the completion of a Section 106 
agreement to secure the necessary mitigation. In the event that the applicant fails to 
agree an extension of time to allow sufficient time for the LPA to deal with these 
matters then the Director of Strategic Development be authorised to refuse planning 
permission.

5.  S/HOU/19/1797/ABB - Erection of a two storey side and rear extension, 
3 South Lodge, The Avenue, Stanton Fitzwarren, Swindon

In respect of application numbered S/HOU/19/1797/ABB - Erection of a two storey 
side and rear extension, 3 South Lodge, The Avenue, Stanton Fitzwarren, Swindon 
the Committee considered: -

(a) An application for permission to develop;
(b) Recommendations of the Head of Planning, Regulatory Services and 

Heritage;
(c)

(d)

The views of interested persons set out in the report circulated with 
the Committee Agenda;
Additional papers received and circulated prior to the meeting.

(e) The comments at the meeting of the following interested persons:-

Name Address/Organisation
Mr Marc Willis Agent
Councillor Steve Weisinger Ward Councillor
Councillor Alan Bishop Ward Councillor
Ms Anish Harrison Local Resident
Antonio De Sciscio Local Resident
Tom Charnock Parish Councillor

Councillors Matthew Courtliff, Jenny Jefferies, Nick Martin, Stan Pajak and Carol 
Shelley, spoke in respect of this application.

The application can be broadly summarised as:

 The application was for a 2 storey extensions to No. 3 South Lodge, Stanton 
Fitzwarren.

 The application was brought before the Committee at the request of the Parish 
Council. 

 A revised plan had been submitted to amend the roof, and to clarify the 
neighbour’s rights to the communal drainage system would be maintained. 

 The main concerns raised relate to the impact upon a non-designated heritage 
asset and the scale of the additions to the property and their affect upon the 
neighbour’s amenity. 

 The property was originally a small lodge and it has been substantially altered 
and extended and converted over many years - as explained in paragraph 40 
of the report such that it does not resemble its original form. The Conservation 
officer acknowledges this.



 The proposals do further extend the building but in such a way that officers 
feel does not undermine the fact that it was a lodge and is still in an isolated 
position remote from the house it served and the village. 

 The addition will not affect this nor do they cause harm to or adversely affect 
the setting of any listed building or the conservation area. In all probability the 
works will only be seen from the neighbouring property due to the extensive 
tree screening around the site. 

 The roof as proposed is no higher than the roof of the existing building and 
sympathetic materials are proposed. 

 The concerns from the neighbours are acknowledged but material to this 
application are the distances away from affected areas and the orientation. 
The relationship between No 3 and No. 1 is unusual in that part of the upper 
floor of No.3 oversails the ground floor of No.1. 

 The roof of the extension has been hipped, as referred to in Paragraph 37 and 
the plan attached to the report. Officers considered that this overcomes the 
concerns from the resident at No.2 regarding the impact upon their outdoor 
space. 

 Officers concluded that due to the orientation of the proposed extension and 
the relation and distances to other properties any adverse impact will not be 
so material or harmful to justify refusing planning permission.

Submissions in support of the application can be broadly summarised as:

 The application had been subject to various conditions to address the 
concerns of planning officers, the conservation officer, parish council and 
neighbours, including revised elevations and hipped roof arrangement.

 The officer’s report set out in detail the impact on the non-designated heritage 
asset of South Lodge. However the report makes it clear that the building was 
compromised a hundred years previously when a massive extension was 
added and later when it was altered into three dwellings in the1940’s.

 The cottages had been altered and extended on several occasions both prior 
and after being sold by the estate in the 1980’s. 

 These substantial alterations to the structure of the building over the previous 
century have already undermined the character of the building and its 
relationship to Stanton House and the wider landscape and the current 
application needed to be considered in this context.

 There is no further harm to the former south lodge or the wider estate or the 
conservation area as a result of the proposed application and it would be 
unreasonable to refuse the application on this basis.

 The applicants have responded to issues raised in respect of any potential 
loss of amenity to neighbouring properties by reducing the size of the 
extension and by changing the roof from a gable to a hip.

 As set out in the report the extension is some distance from the neighbours 
and paragraph 37 of the report indicates any loss of light to be negligible at 
worse.

 The applicant and officers had approached the application positively and 
proactively and the applicant had been willing to alter the application 
accordingly and is well designed and is respectful of the neighbours.

Submissions opposing the application be broadly summarised as:



 Stanton Fitzwarren Parish Council referred the application to Committee and 
have received numerous letters opposing the application.

 The Conservation Officer had recommended refusal for the reasons set out in 
the report.

 Paragraph 20 of the report also set out areas the application did not comply 
with the Residential Extensions and Alterations Supplementary Planning 
Document, another potential ground for refusal.

 The original building had been split into three cottages over forty years 
previously and since then there had been minor alternations but the current 
application was overbearing due to its size which would almost double the size 
of the property.

 The neighbouring properties would lose the majority of sunlight they received 
during the day.

 In paragraph 36 of the report officers refer to the 45 degree rule and note that 
the neighbour’s window is set away from the proposed 3 metre extension and 
claim that the mid-point of the affected first floor window should have been 
used for assessment purposes.

 The officer does acknowledges that the extension cuts across the neighbour’s 
window at the furthest quarter point, rather than the nearest quarter point.

 The Residential Extensions and Alterations SPD, page 11 makes no 
distinction as to the proximity of the habitable window or whether it is a
ground floor or first floor aperture. The SPD clearly states that, first floor and 
two storey extensions must comply with the 45 degree rule from the quarter 
point of the neighbour’s habitable room window.

 The quarter point illustrated in the SPD is the nearest quarter point, not the 
mid-point as proposed in the officer’s report, nor the furthest quarter point as 
shown on the Revised Plan Drawing Y19-125-3.

 The fact that this is stated as a rule indicates that there should be no ambiguity 
in how this rule should be applied and therefore based on the application of 
the 45 degree rule from the nearest quarter point, the 3 metre extension to the 
south-west elevation does not comply with the rule as written. 

 Furthermore, the 3 metre extension also fails to comply with the 45 degree 
rule even if the mid-point of the window is used for assessment purposes, as 
suggested in the officer’s report. 

 The SPD also states that, extensions should be subordinate to the host 
building and not be incongruous, dominant or overbearing.

 Invitations were extended to the case officer in a letter of December 20th, 
2019 and again in my letter of January 30th to visit the properties and assess 
the situation in person; sadly the invitations were not taken up. If they had 
visited our properties then they would have witnessed the impact of such a 
visually intrusive, overbearing extension on 1 and 2 South Lodge would have 
been clearly evident.

 The report also refers to the fact that South Lodge has been altered, extended 
and subdivided in the past, and that this has compromised the original 
building. However, this should not be a reason to allow the building to be 
compromised further by the addition of the proposed extension, that has 
received detailed and valid objections from, the Parish Council the 
Conservation department, and, the only two neighbouring properties, 1 and 2 
South Lodge.



 Neighbours were also concerned over the naming of the elevations presented 
as part of this planning application. The revised elevation drawing, Y19-125-4 
refers to the elevation that extends 5.5 metres to the north-west as, a side 
elevation. However, the officer’s report, paragraph 2, refers to this elevation 
as, the front elevation.

 The elevation titled front elevation on the proposed drawing is the view from a 
neighbour’s patio but there is no access to 3 South Lodge from this patio.

 Neighbours believe that the planning rules surrounding the building of an 
extension that wraps around the existing building is very restrictive and the 
proposed 5.5 metre extension to the north-west does not accord with the SPD.

 Neighbours were also concerned regarding the replacement single storey 
entrance porch. This porch is a boundary wall to their patio area and they 
would be very concerned if this was altered or removed.

 Everyone agrees that South Lodge is unique, the three dwellings are 
intrinsically linked, we all look at, or across each other’s properties and 
therefore have to be mindful that anything done, will and can seriously affect 
the other resident’s amenities.

 Neighbours do not accept the case officer’s opinion that the proposed 
extension will not harm the building’s architectural integrity or that the proposal 
results in no unacceptable harm to the neighbour’s amenities.

 The application was confusing in respect of the identification of the front and 
rear of the property and this needed to be clarified.

 As a result of the configuration of the building the application of nearly 1,000 
square foot adversely affected both of the neighbouring properties.

 The proposed extension was nearly the size of a modest new build home.
 The application did not originally comply with the Council’s SPD and were 

revised in February and also failed to comply with this policy.
 In August the application was placed on the Planning Committee agenda with 

a small change to one end of the roof and still failed to comply with the 
Council’s SPD policy regarding the 45 degree rule.

 The application would see a 5.5 metre extension to the front of the building 
and a 3 metre extension to the rear. 

 The Borough’s conservation officer was clear in recommending refusal of the 
application referring to the NPPF EN5 and EN10 and Policy DE1 of the 
adopted Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026 Residential extensions and 
alterations SPD, Inclusive design access for all SPD and Swindon Residential 
Design Guide SPD Part 1 & Part 2 and recommended No. 2 South Lodge be a 
building of historical interest.

 Previous changes to the buildings were undertaken prior to the current 
planning policies were in place.

 The present application would create a property that was overbearing and out 
of proportion and scale and caused harm to the character and appearance of 
the property. 

Resolved – That, subject to the conditions set out within the report, the application be 
granted.

6.  S/OUT/18/1943 - A Hybrid Planning Application for a Science Park and 
associated works to include full details of 33,507 sqm (GIA) of Use 

Class B1c (light industrial), with associated access, parking, 
landscaping and drainage and an outline proposal for up to 32,281 



sqm (GIA) of Use Class B1b (research and development) and up to 
16,400 sqm (GIA) B1c (light industrial), with associated access, 

parking, landscaping and drainage (all matter reserved), Inlands Farm, 
The Marsh, Wanborough, Swindon, SN4 0AS

In respect of application numbered S/OUT/18/1943 - A Hybrid Planning Application 
for a Science Park and associated works to include full details of 33,507 sqm (GIA) of 
Use Class B1c (light industrial), with associated access, parking, landscaping and 
drainage and an outline proposal for up to 32,281 sqm (GIA) of Use Class B1b 
(research and development) and up to 16,400 sqm (GIA) B1c (light industrial), with 
associated access, parking, landscaping and drainage (all matter reserved), Inlands 
Farm, The Marsh, Wanborough, Swindon, the Committee considered: -

(a) An application for permission to develop;
(b) Recommendations of the Head of Planning, Regulatory Services and 

Heritage;
(c)

(d)

The views of interested persons set out in the report circulated with 
the Committee Agenda;
Additional papers received and circulated prior to the meeting.

(e) The comments at the meeting of the following interested persons:-

Name Address/Organisation

Councillor Gary Sumner Ward Councillor
Councillor David Renard Leader of the Council
Councillor Garry Perkins Borough Councillor
Councillor Oliver Donachie Borough Councillor
Councillor Emma Faramarzi  Borough Councillor
Martin Tedham Applicant
Tony Smith Employee
Cate Earl Employee
Stephen Cox Local Resident
Justine Norman Local Resident
John Warr South Swindon Protection Group
Bob Gill South Swindon Protection Group
Les Durrant Swindon Chamber of Commerce
Councillor Robert Biggs Parish Councillor
Councillor Gordon Wilson Parish Councillor

The Chair advised the meeting that under the Council’s Planning Protocol that 
governs the meeting he had decided to use his discretion to depart from the normal 
protocol to allow Members who are not Ward Councillors or Members of the 
Committee to speak on the application for up to five minutes each subject to points 
already made not being repeated. He would also use his discretion to allow 
registered public speakers to speak for up to 2 and a half minutes each instead of ten 
minutes split between them and unused time may not be allocated to another 
speaker. The Chair decided to exercise his discretion as the application was of 
strategic importance and whichever way it was decided would have an impact on the 
whole of the Borough. In the interests of fairness it was important to extend the time 
available to speak on this application to ensure the public’s views are fully heard. The 
Chair noted that a number of speakers were employed by the company and that in 
the interests of fairness and transparency he would allow these speakers to address 



the Committee. Ward Councillor would still have unlimited time and the Parish 
Council five minutes to speak. During his tenure and prior to it the Committee had 
allowed Councillors not serving on the Committee to address it. In exercising this 
discretion he was ensuring consistency.

Councillors John Ballman, Nick Burns-Howell, Jenny Jefferies, Vinay Manro, Nick 
Martin, Jane Milner-Barry, Stan Pajak, Carol Shelley, Vera Tomlinson and Peter 
Watts spoke in respect of this application.

The application could be broadly summarised as:

 The application before members was a hybrid application, part a full 
application for phase 1 (employment facility) and outline application for phase 
2 (science park).

 The application was difficult for a number of reasons with numerous 
considerations.

 The site is not allocated for development, and is located within the 
countryside, therefore comprising a significant departure from the Swindon 
Borough Local Plan 2026.

 The site was outside land allocated for development and in an area specifically 
protected from development and within the setting of an area out outstanding 
natural beauty.

 It is not clear from the application why this site was selected for development 
nor did it provide the justification to demonstrate why alternative sites 
elsewhere within the Borough could not deliver the same economic benefits. 

 The site also had archaeological conservation drainage and highways issues 
which had not been overcome.

  A number of statutory consultees had raised concerns and objections to the 
application which did not protect or mitigate impact on the environment or 
infrastructure. Indeed Highways England has a holding objection to a decision 
to grant.

 Against this there needed to be an assessment of the economic benefits 
arising from the application and whether they outweigh these concerns.

 The application had been submitted by a local company who wanted to 
expand and had rejected a personal application instead proposed obligations 
in a separate Section 106 agreement to try and address this concern. Officer’s 
had some concerns as to whether this was a lawful solution.

 If the entire Science Park proposals were fully realised there would be the 
potential for a number of new jobs.

 Given the objections of consultees the economic argument to permit 
development would need to be compelling to justify approval. This raised 
against the ambiguity of the application and lack of justification for 
development at this location had resulted in a recommendation for refusal.

 Any approval would be contingent on Highways England withdrawing their 
objection to the application which could not be done without sound reason or 
referral of the Committee’s recommendation to the Secretary of State, as 
outlined in paragraph 9.202 of the report.

 The application was to develop the site for class B1(c) uses (light industrial) 
and B1(b) (research and development). 

 Phase 1 was for Class B1(c) (light industrial), with associated access, parking, 
landscaping and drainage and an outline proposal for up to and was a full 
planning application.   



 Phase 2 was Class B1(b) (research and development) with associated access, 
parking, landscaping and drainage with all matter reserved for subsequent 
approval. 

 Phase 1 would involve the development of the proposed building which would 
be approximately 165m (north to south) and 175m (east to west), and 14.5m 
in height constructed from metal panelling in various shades of green and 
brown with the main entrance also consisting of polycarbonate cladding

 The roof would contain solar panels and sections of green roof.
 The application was subject to public consultation between September 2018 

and May 2019 and the applicant submitted a number of responses to 
consultee comments. 

 The site is currently agricultural land east of Swindon. The 38hectre site is 
situated to the north of Pack Hill and approximately 0.45 kilometres (km) 
north-east of Commonhead Junction and the A419. Wanborough is located 
approximately 0.2km to the east, whilst the villages of Liddington, Hinton 
Parva, Bishopstone and Bourton are located further to the south and east.

 The application should be determined in accordance with Swindon Borough 
Council’s Local Plan unless material considerations determine otherwise.

 The proposal would be contrary to the development strategy outlined within 
Policy SD2 of the Local Plan which sought to concentrate development within 
the Swindon Urban Area. This site was not a development site and was 
located within a rural area and would be a significant departure from the Local 
Plan. 

 In relation to the impact on Heritage assets Historic England and the Council’s 
Conservation Officer had submitted as detailed in paragraph 9.100 of the 
report.

 The location and scale of the development would cause harm to the 
significance of the Upper Wanborough Conservation Area and other 
designated Heritage assets including historic buildings. 

 The application failed to sustain and enhance the Local Plan which seeks to 
ensure the historic environment within the Borough is sustained, enhanced 
and appropriately preserved in accordance with Policy EN10 of the NPPF. 

 The scale, siting and nature of the development of the site would be out of 
character with the Liddington Conservation Area Appraisal and Management 
Plan (April 2006) and the North Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty statutory consultees and the Council’s Conservation Officer had raised 
a number of significant concerns.

 The application would be of context and character of the existing rural setting 
and would lead to significant harm to the rural area and character and North 
Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

 The development would significantly infringe upon the non-coalescence area, 
contrary to Policy NC3, which sought to retain a separation between 
Wanborough and the Swindon Urban Area and NEV Strategic Allocation and 
protect the identity and character of local villages.

 The development would be contrary to Policies DE1, EN5 and NC3 of the 
Local Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework.

 The Environment Agency objected to the development on the grounds that it 
failed to demonstrate that there would not be a harmful impact on water 
quality.

 Highways England and the local Highway Authority did not consider sufficient 
information had been submitted to demonstrate that there would not be an 



adverse impact on the local strategic road network and in particular 
Commonhead Junction.

 The Wilts and Berks Canal Trust objected to the application on the grounds 
that the canal alignment through this site would prejudice the delivery of the 
canal contrary to Policy EN11 of the Local Plan.

 Insufficient information relating to archaeological impact had been submitted.
 Both Parish Councils and 600 local residents had objected to the application 

with 2 letters of support from local residents and Councillor Faramarzi, 
Swindon Chamber of Commerce, Business West, Federation of Small 
Businesses and 3 local suppliers. 

 The Economic Impact Statement (November 2018) outlines Wasdell’s 
intention to relocate their current operations in Swindon and Burnley to the 
Swindon Science Park. Policy EC1 of the Local Plan seeks to enable the 
expansion of local businesses. However, this support is qualified by Policy 
EC1 promoting central and accessible locations.

 The nature of the business would not give rise to the loss of amenity to local 
resident via noise or vibrations. 

 The retention of a local business was a material consideration in favour of 
Phase 1 of the development, however, as planning permissions relate to land, 
any business would be able to implement the scheme and operate from the 
site. It would not be specific to Wasdell.

 The applicant had circulated a letter to officers and members regarding 
proposals regarding occupancy of the scheme. These measures did not 
address the principle reasons for the officer recommendation to refuse the 
application.

 The science park proposal could bring benefits in respect of inward investment 
to the Borough however there was no evidence as to demand or commitment 
to occupy for B1(b) uses.

 Submissions as to why alternative site were unsuitable or would not deliver the 
same economic benefits was not considered robust.

 If the full economic benefits of the proposal were realised there would be 
substantial economic and social benefits through job creation and training 
opportunities; however, submissions received raised doubts over the delivery 
and sustainability of the science park and therefore whether the benefits would 
be fully realised. These potentially weakened benefits needed to be weighed 
against other considerations.

 There would be benefits through the retention and expansion of a local 
employer.

 The National Planning Policy Framework directs that great weight be given to 
the conservation area and heritage assets with significant harm identified and 
AONB therefore paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework was 
a clear reason for refusal of this development. 

 The overall material consideration under paragraph 11 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework were not sufficient to outweigh the conflict with the 
development plan and local and national planning policies when taken as a 
whole.

 The proposed development by virtue of its location, scale, form and design 
would not represent high quality design and therefore would be contrary to 
Local Plan Policy DE1 and the NPPF, particularly the principles of Context and 
Character and failing to be sympathetic to local character, history, surrounding 
built environment and landscape setting. The proposed scheme would also 



prejudice the delivery of the proposed Wilts and Berks Canal, contrary to 
Policy EN11 of the Local Plan.

Submissions in support of the application can be broadly summarised as:

 The site had been chosen as the company increased its products from 17 to 
53 lines to meet customer demand throughout the world.

 Wasdell’s was involved in pharmaceuticals production that exported drugs 
around the world.

 The company had investigated a number of sites including those 
recommended by the Council but they had not met the requirements of the 
company, mainly due to size.

 There had been recommendations for the Honda site when it became vacant.  
This site would not be available for a number of years and development was 
required in the short term with the first phase built and operational in 2022.

 The applicant was a businessman not a developer and the proposed site 
would allow him to grow his business and create a science park.

 The application had been amended to fit into the local community and there 
would be pedestrian and cycle access through the area.

 There would be water features and open land as part of the overall 
development.

 The applicant would provide a guarantee that Wasdell’s would occupy Phase 
1 of the development for the first ten years of operation.

 This would ensure new jobs would be created and this would benefit the local 
community and would be secured through a Section 106 agreement  

 The applicant was willing to agree tenants with the Council prior to them 
occupying the science park, this would guarantee appropriate use of the site 
and would be guaranteed through conditions.

 The use of the site would be restricted through a Section 106 agreement.
 The applicant would guarantee a net ecological gain through the development 

of the site and would improve the flora diversity.
 New bodies of water would be introduced to the site as part of the 

development with significant new green infrastructure.
 Treelines would be secured through planning conditions.
 A traffic management plan and green travel plan would be agreed with the 

Council through planning conditions and a section 106 agreement.
 All buildings across the park would be constructed to Breema excellent 

standards.
 The applicant and company wanted to stay in Swindon and grow, creating 

more jobs and provide a science park to promote the town crating high value 
jobs in the scientific, engineering, Information Technology and medical fields.

 The applicant was willing to accept the planning obligations and planning 
conditions imposed on the application.

 Swindon had a diverse population of 220,000 people and Wasdell’s mirrored 
this with a diverse workforce.

 Mr Tedham interacted with staff on a weekly basis.
 All staff received on-going rigorous training to allowance multitasking and this 

training could take years meaning the company invested in its staff and 
permitted career advancement across the company as it expanded.

 The company interacted with staff in respect of shift patterns to meet their 
needs and lifestyle which was unusual in the business world.



 The uncertainty caused by the application had been stressful for the staff and 
company creating employment uncertainty in the event the company relocated 
in which circumstances 90% would be unable to move with the company.

 The company offered good personal training and development opportunities 
for its employees improving the employment skill mix in Swindon; as the 
company grew this would provide more employment opportunities for skilled 
workers.

 The loss of the company if it needed to move out of Borough would lead to the 
unemployment of a lot of skilled workers as many staff would be unable to 
commute to work.

 The company was a critical supplier of pharmaceutical products and enabled 
clinical trials keeping supply chains open during the COVID pandemic.

 Swindon Chamber of Commerce rarely submitted views on planning 
application but believe the strategic nature of the application was in the best 
interest of Swindon. The representation was the development of the Great 
Western Hospital twenty-one years previously.

 The protection and creation of jobs in the current climate was essential to 
national and local economy especially in the light of the Honda closure, its 
supply chain and other COVID 19 related job losses.

 Council needed to provide spatial plans and policies to support and economic 
development within the town and for securing the necessary infrastructure for 
inward investment and creation of new jobs.

 There should be a vision for a science based employment opportunity such as 
the one proposed in the application.

 The lack of support and infrastructure had led to companies like Wasdell’s 
needing to make planning applications to resolve their development difficulties 
or to move out of borough.

 The Council needed to be more strategic in its approach to ensure the 
application could work effectively rather than just refuse the application.

 The decision made will send a powerful message to companies in and outside 
the town as to the status of Swindon as an economic development centre and 
centre of excellence either a positive message or a negative message if 
refused.

 The economic benefits outweighed the planning consideration with an 
expanding local company requiring more space in order to consolidate its 
operations.

 The COVID pandemic would have a negative effect on the national and local 
economies in the short to medium term.

 The application provided the opportunity for the Council to support an 
expanding business to counteract some negative impact.

 Business organisations within the town strongly supported the application.
 Swindon was built on business and wanted to maintain its reputation as a 

place to do business.
 The application was close to the A419, a main arterial road which would permit 

easy access to the site.
 Whilst not identified for business use in the Local Plan it would provide good 

facilities for a local business.
 The application also provided a commitment to completing the southern 

element of the southern connector road which would support the development 
of the new eastern villages.



 Wasdell’s had given a commitment to occupy the site for the first ten years 
and paragraph 9.47 provided some information on employment numbers and 
paragraph 10.17 indicated the economic benefits to the town which could be 
further conditioned.

 The decision was finely balanced and the Committee should use previous 
examples over the previous 50 years such as development in West Swindon, 
the front garden expansion and Witchelstowe as a guide.

 As Swindon developed it needed employment land for people buying houses 
in the town especially given the Honda closure and COVID with 
unemployment stemming from these.

 The wellbeing of the whole town needed to be considered as this was a 
strategic decision.

 With the creation of the new southern connector road the site was an obvious 
choice for expansion.

 There was likely to be an adverse reaction from the business community if the 
application were declined which would lead to a negative financial impact with 
a unified voice in the business community and business organisations 
supporting the application. This was a fairly unique event. 

 There would be a reputational damage to Swindon if the application were 
refused especially given Swindon had the eighth largest pharmaceutical 
cluster in the United Kingdom.

 The recommendation was generally against Swindon documentation which 
used Wasdell as an exemplar company.

 Job creation not only involved Wasdell but also the supply chain.
 The Honda site was suggested as an alternative site for the development but 

this was owned by a private company.
 Objectors had raised the building of 8,000 new homes in the surrounding area 

but whoever bought these would need local employment.
 The applicant had a proven track record as a businessman and employer in 

Swindon.
 The application could be approved with conditions to address the concerns 

raised.

Submissions opposing the application can be broadly summarised as:

 There were several sound reasons for refusing the application as set out in the 
report.

 Should planning permission be granted the Council would need to justify its 
reasons to the Secretary of State.

 The application could significantly harm a nationally protected landscape 
which the Council had an obligation to preserve in accordance with Council 
policies and which the Council chose to protect in its Local Plan.

 When the New Eastern Villages development was granted villages were 
promised that they would not be joined to the urban area of Swindon and an 
area of non-coalescence was created.

 Residents of the Borough need to trust the Council to uphold its own and 
national policies.

 Swindon currently had suitable employment land available with the addition in 
the near future of the Honda site.



 The original pre-application was received in 2017 and even then the applicant 
was warned it was likely to be an unsuitable site.

 If the applicant wanted speed and certainty of development more suitable sites 
were available.

 Recent application such as that approved for Symmetry Park on consented 
employment land showed applications were approved swiftly, this was a site 
rejected by the applicant.

 The applicant did not have a record of managing science parks nor has he 
employed anyone to run a science park.

 This was an application for an industrial park with a science park bolted onto it.
 The land was worth around £1million pounds as agricultural land and between 

£65 and £80 million as industrial land.
 New jobs were important but so is planning law and policy and the protection 

of communities, the countryside and assets.
 Recent promises relating to the site did not meet the standards of 

reasonableness required for planning considerations and there were limits to 
which conditions could be used, clear reasons why conditions were required to 
make the application acceptable in planning terms.  The use of both planning 
obligations and conditions to cover the same issue was also contrary to NPPF 
Paragraph 54 and Paragraph 11 of the NPPG.

 Wanborough had already accepted development of 4,000 homes in the parish 
and 8,000 in the surrounding area.

 Despite the Council working with the applicant for three years the application 
had remained substantially the same.

 Local residents have sent 1,250 letters of objection to the application to protect 
Swindon greenbelt and related jobs.

 Wasdell was a modest sized package and distribution company with just over 
500 staff who were successful and profitable due to keeping their cost base 
down with 70% of their staff on low or minimum wage.

 In 2019 the company reduced its headcount by 10% but due to winning new 
contracts needed to urgently expand and consolidate.

 Local residents could not understand why a controversial greenfield site was 
selected if the company need to expand urgently.

 There was no internal skill or capacity to deliver a science park which would 
require at least 15 million of public funding.

 Why did the company apply for light industrial business use which was not 
compatible the company’s current operations.

 The company had put in writing twice that it would not guarantee to occupy the 
site which was only agreed in the past week.

 Why did the company choose a site they were informed would take at least 
five years to develop with necessary infrastructure if they could get planning 
permission.

 The company had turned down the opportunity to go to employment land with 
infrastructure in place. 

 Local residents feared this was a speculative application that would eventually 
be used for housing like Badbury Park site.

 Residents from other parts of Swindon considered the application to be 
speculative and detrimental to the town.

 Once planning park was granted the site can sell it at any time for other 
purposes.



 The promises made by the applicant are not legally enforceable and job 
creation and retention could not be guaranteed; an example was Wasdell 
closing their Burnley operation at short notice which was opened two years 
earlier with the promise of jobs.

 The significant issues arising from the application would take years to resolve 
if members were minded to grant it.

 There were no guarantees that any jobs created would be Swindon based and 
would lead to commuter traffic and local transport issues.

 The site included water meadows and buildings that were already prone to 
flooding even before more land was lost for drainage. This would create 
flooding in the local area and as far as Covingham.

 The development had caused concern in Liddington as it went against the 
Local Plan and the NPPF and adjoin local villages would all be affected by it 
through flooding, traffic issues, noise and light pollution.

 Local Plans were the subject of extended consultation taking up to ten years to 
produce and this was further complicated by the sites proximity to an area of 
outstanding natural beauty and conservation area.

 To go against the strong representations of a number of statutory bodies 
would be an unwelcome precedent with the officer’s report offering a detailed 
analysis of the application.

 There were only 2 of 586 letters from local residents supporting the 
application.

 Wasdell’s used a flawed set of criteria to select the site from a shortlist of five 
sites, most of which would have been acceptable.

 The decision must be made on planning issues and facts and not Wasdell’s 
threats to more to Hampshire if the application were rejected.

 Any approval would lead to a flood of applications in the vicinity in a developer 
free for all.

 Swindon had proven very successful in attracting new companies across a 
range of industries and would move forward regardless of a refusal of planning 
permission.

 Swindon has designated employment land across the Borough that was 
currently available.

 There was no evidence to support the viability of a science park nor that it 
would be occupied even if it were developed.

Resolved – (1) That full planning permission for 33,507 square metres (GIA) of Use 
Class B1c (light industrial), with associated access, parking, landscaping and 
drainage be refused for the reasons set out in the report.
(2) That outline permission for up to 32,281 square metres (GIA) of Use Class B1b 
(research and development) and up to 16,400 square metres (GIA) B1c (light 
industrial), with associated access, parking, landscaping and drainage (all matter 
reserved) be refused for the reasons set out in the report.

7.  S/OUT/17/1990 - Outline planning application (with means of access to 
the A420 not reserved) for up to 1,550 homes; education provision 

including a 10 form entry secondary school and a 3 form entry primary 
school with attendant sports pitches; a sports hub and open space; a 
park and ride; a local centre up to 1,000sqm including classes A1, A2, 
A3, A4, A5 and D1 uses; public open space/green infrastructure; new 

informal and formal recreation spaces and the formation of a new 



permanent access from the A420, Great Stall East, land south of A420 
South Marston, Swindon (Ward: St Margaret and St Marston (DSD)

In respect of application numbered S/OUT/17/1990 - Outline planning application 
(with means of access to the A420 not reserved) for up to 1,550 homes; education 
provision including a 10 form entry secondary school and a 3 form entry primary 
school with attendant sports pitches; a sports hub and open space; a park and ride; a 
local centre up to 1,000sqm including classes A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 and D1 uses; 
public open space/green infrastructure; new informal and formal recreation spaces 
and the formation of a new permanent access from the A420, Great Stall East, land 
south of A420 South Marston, Swindon (Ward: St Margaret and St Marston (DSD) 
the Committee considered: -

(a) An application for permission to develop;
(b) Recommendations of the Head of Planning, Regulatory Services and 

Heritage;
(c) The views of interested persons set out in the report circulated with 

the Committee Agenda;
(d) The comments at the meeting of the following interested persons:-

Name Address/Organisation
Councillor Russell Holland Ward Councillor
Councillor Gary Sumner Cabinet Member
Jamie Lewis Agent
Sylvia Brown Parish Council
Bill Giles Local Resident
Julian Jones Local Resident

The Chair advised the meeting that under the Council’s Planning Protocol that 
governs the meeting he had decided to use his discretion to depart from the normal 
protocol to allow the Cabinet Member for Infrastructure, Transport & Planning to 
speak on the application for up to five minutes. The Chair decided to exercise his 
discretion as the application was of strategic importance

Councillors Jenny Jefferies, Jane Miner-Barry, Stan Pajak and Peter Watts spoke in 
respect of this application.

The application can be broadly summarised as:

 The application was the final strategic application for the New Eastern Villages 
development.

 The application for Great Stall East is located east of Symmetry Park and 
south of the A420 and links into Lotmead to the south and Symmetry to the 
west.

 The development included a number of key elements of infrastructure serving 
the new eastern villages including a secondary school site and park and ride 
site which affected the land available for residential development and would 
likely limit the number of homes to 1,550. This in turn affected the level of 
developer contributions

 This was a unique site and Section 106 contributions were bespoke to the site 
and took into account its contribution to the wider development infrastructure.



 The scheme was challenging with some issues still to be resolved but it was 
reasonable to condition these and defer to the reserve matters stage.

 This outline application which sought to establish the principle parameters and 
illustrative design for the development and officers considered that subject to 
the conditions set out in the report that the application was acceptable.

 The application formed part of the New Eastern Villages strategic allocation 
and is for a mixed use development, which included up to 1,550 homes, two 
schools, a Park and Ride site, a local centre, a sports hub and open space. It 
is an outline application with all matters reserved apart from the means of 
access to the development from the A420 Shrivenham Road.

 The recommendation was to authorise the Director of Strategic Development 
to grant outline planning permission, (as set out in section 9 of the report) 
subject to a suitable Section 106 Agreement. 

 The application was accompanied by an Environmental Statement, as the 
proposal is an urban extension that falls within schedule 2, of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations. 

 The application site is 86.4 hectares of land located to the south of the A420, 
Shrivenham Road, with a northern boundary frontage to existing residential 
dwellings and to the A420. The site is currently in agricultural use, with mature 
trees, hedgerows and diches located along the majority of field boundaries. 
The site is relatively flat and level throughout, apart from a small area of higher 
ground on the south western side.

 There are no designated heritage assets within the application site, but there 
are listed buildings nearby, Longleaze Farm and Lock Keeper’s Cottage. The 
North Wessex Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is approximately 3.5km to 
south site and there are views of it from the application site.

 The New Eastern Villages, including Rowborough and the South Marston 
village expansion, is a comprehensive and sustainable mixed-use urban 
extension, in the form of distinct inter-connected villages. The application site 
is located within the NEV boundary identified on the Swindon Borough Local 
Plan Policies Map. 

 This development proposal for Great Stall East village is located in the centre 
of the New Eastern Villages, between South Marston expansion and 
Rowborough, located to the north of the A420 and Lotmead village to the 
south. Local Plan policy NC3 provides for about 6,000 dwellings at the New 
Eastern Villages, to be located south the A420 and about 1,500 dwellings at 
Rowborough, north of A420 and 500 dwellings at South Marston. To the west 
is Symmetry Park employment site and to the south is the Lotmead Village.

 The development framework plan shows the mix and distribution of uses 
proposed across the site, including residential development parcels, the 
village hub or centre, the Park and Ride site at the eastern end of the site, the 
two school sites, centrally located, comprising a 3 form primary school on a 
site of 2.9 hectares and an adjacent site, of 10.2 hectares to accommodate a 
10 form entry secondary school. 

 The framework plan shows an area for formal recreation on the illustrative 
master plan, to be laid out as a sports hub on about 5.9 hectares and the 
indicative layout shows the potential to provide changing rooms/a sports 
building/pavilion, car parking and a mix of adult and junior sized pitches, 
including for summer sports. 

 Land is proposed for allotments and the general recreation areas include land 
required for the sustainable urban drainage systems and for biodiversity and 
habitats with 4.53 hectares located outside the flood zone, plus 1.09 hectares 



for allotments, The main area of open space is located in a linear form, 
adjacent to the River Cole along the site’s southern boundary. In total about 
18.44 hectares of land is proposed for general recreation uses. 

 The illustrative master plan shows the proposed new road junction to be 
constructed at the eastern end of the site, to provide access into the site. The 
movement network illustrates links to the site’s boundaries and connections 
through to Symmetry Park to the west and to Lotmead Village to the south. 
The design of the proposed spine road makes provision for the express bus 
corridor, to link from the Park and Ride site through Symmetry Park to the New 
Eastern Villages District Centre at Great Stall West and to Swindon town 
centre. 

 The illustrative residential character area plan, proposes four character areas; 
at the southern part of the site is the “Meadow View” area with a suggested 
density of 35 dwellings per hectare; the “Village Envelope” character areas at 
a density of about 40 dwellings per hectare; the “Acorn Gate” at a density of 
47 dwellings per hectare and the highest density “Neighbourhood Hub” 
character area at the centre of the site, adjacent to the proposed village 
centre, with densities of 65 dwellings per hectare. The proposed mix and 
distribution of dwellings within these character areas was set out in the table at 
paragraph 8.37 of the report.

 As a “gateway” site to Swindon, the application proposes to deliver high quality 
development, that draws on the recommendations and report by the 
Committee on Climate Change “UK Housing Fit for the Future” for innovative 
and sustainable design to incorporate new technologies for sustainable living, 
to respond to the environment and the challenges of climate change. 

 The new homes are to be low-carbon, energy and water efficient, climate 
resilient and adaptable to meet future occupancy needs. The housing is 
proposed to be predominantly 2 and 2.5 storey with some limited 3 storey 
development up to 10m high, including for the secondary school building.

 Whilst the application is not accompanied by a strategic design code, the 
application package, the Design and Access Statement and accompanying 
parameter plans, set out the principles to secure a high quality design for the 
proposed development and the applicant has referred to the Tadpole Garden 
Village development in Swindon as a base-line for design quality, to deliver 
comparable high standards. 

 A significant number of responses have been received from statutory 
consultees and others, including several Parish Councils, Oxfordshire County 
Council and local residents to respond to a series of revisions that were made 
to the application proposals over the past 30 months; full details of all these 
responses were set out in the appendix A of the report, and are summarised 
at section 7 of the report.

 No objections are raised to the revised proposals by statutory consultees, 
including Environment Agency, Highways England, Thames Water, subject to 
planning conditions. 

 Objections have been raised by the Wiltshire Council for the Protection of 
Rural England, by Sport England, by South Marston, Stratton St Margaret, 
Wanborough, Bourton and Shrivenham Parish Councils and by local 
residents.  

 In summary, the objections relate to transport matters, including increases in 
traffic and adverse impacts on the A420, rat-running and the displacement of 
traffic through existing villages and the absence of acceptable 
footway/cycleway links, including for crossing the A420. 



 Other objections relate to the housing densities, to the impacts on land 
available for new planting, including alongside the River Cole and to screen 
the development; to surface water flooding, including to part of the site where 
annual surface water flooding has been reported on several occasions, most 
recently earlier this year; and to the access strategy, including links to 
adjacent sites. 

 Objections from local residents relate to adverse impacts to the neighbouring 
listed building Longleaze Farm, the tree planting strategy, drainage and 
flooding impacts, noise and pollution associated with additional traffic on the 
A420, other harmful impacts on existing residential occupiers and their privacy 
and harmful effects on existing wildlife.  

 Other comments were received from the Wanborough Anti-Flood Group, the 
Swindon and Wiltshire Ramblers, the Wiltshire Wildlife Trust, Stagecoach, the 
Swindon Bus Company.  

 Both Oxfordshire County Council and the Vale of White Horse Council, as 
adjoining authorities have raised no objection in principle, but do concerns 
regarding the transport evidence submitted.

 The site is a key part of the Council’s development strategy to bring forward 
the New Eastern Villages strategic urban extension. As well as providing 
housing and other facilities, such as the primary school, local centre and 
sports hub for the new village community, it provides shared strategic 
infrastructure for the wider strategic allocation, significantly the secondary 
school site, required to make provision for secondary education for the New 
Eastern Villages. 

 The proposed Park and Ride site is a key part of the strategic transport 
strategy for the New Eastern Villages, through the connection to Symmetry 
Park and to the District Centre for the express bus service. 

 The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) provides that applications 
should be determined in accordance with the Development Plan, in this case 
the Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026, unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. Local Plan policy SD2 defined the development strategy for the 
Local Plan, which seeks to concentrate development within the Swindon urban 
area and at strategic sites, including the New Eastern Villages. 

 This site, as part of the New Eastern Villages is allocated for development and 
is being brought forward in accordance with the Local Plan. 

 In terms of compliance with both national and local policies, officers 
recommended that due to the strategic infrastructure provided by the 
application proposal, to make provision for the secondary school and Park and 
Ride site for the whole New Eastern Villages and due to the site’s spatial 
importance, to link South Marston and Rowborough to the north of the A420 
with the remainder of the New Eastern Villages to the south, including 
Lotmead village, Symmetry Park and the other villages, considerable weight 
should be attached to the delivery of these key strategic elements. The 
development proposal will also make a significant contribution to the Council’s 
housing supply, including the supply of affordable housing, although a reduced 
level of 15% affordable housing is proposed. 

 Reflecting the Framework, local plan policy EN10 requires that any harm to 
the significance of a designated heritage asset should be justified and be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.

 In relation to adverse impacts on designated heritage assets, Longleaze 
Farmhouse is a grade II listed building and officers considered that the 
proposals would erode the agrarian landscape due to development located 



within the setting of the listed building, negatively affecting its setting and the 
contribution to its significance. Whilst the revised proposals do provide a buffer 
between the development edge and the farmhouse and has located the sports 
hub to the north of the site, it is considered that the proposal will result in harm 
to the setting of the listed building and that this harm is less than substantial.  

 With respect to transport and highway safety, both Highways England and the 
Local Highway Authority are satisfied that the proposal will not result in 
adverse impacts on the strategic or local highway networks, and 
recommended planning conditions, including relating to planned strategic 
transport improvements for the New Eastern Villages at Gable Cross junction, 
the White Hart roundabout and also for the M4 junction 15. 

 In terms of the site layout and connectivity, the proposals provide an indicative 
movement strategy with connections to Symmetry Park to the west and to 
Lotmead Village to the south. Vehicular access to neighbouring sites will be 
secured through the S106 agreement to ensure there is no hindrance to 
delivery of the highways to Symmetry Park, Upper Lotmead, Lotmead and 
Lower Lotmead villages.  

 As an outline application, the proposals illustrate an indicative network and 
hierarchy of roads. This is based on a central main avenue running east to 
west and branching from this main avenue are a network of streets, roads and 
lanes, with an indicative pedestrian friendly/cycle network. Sustainable 
transport routes for both pedestrians and cyclists, to access the schools, the 
local centre and the other facilities within the village and to connect to the 
wider New Eastern Villages will be provided.

 Full details of the foot/cycle routes will be considered fully at the reserved 
matters stage, as is the case with other outline applications.  The Local 
Highway Authority has advised that there is adequate space within the site to 
link to wider active travel routes planned for the NEV and additional crossing 
points on the A420 will be considered.  Planning conditions were 
recommended to control and deliver these links, including to adjacent villages.   

 The inclusion and location of the Park and Ride site at the eastern end of the 
site is essential to deliver sustainable transport objectives, and to enable 
routes into the town centre through the site, to maximise bus services for new 
occupiers. 

 The detailed design of the development will be brought forward through the 
combination of a Strategic Design Code and more detailed Character Area 
Design Codes, in accordance with the Swindon Residential Design Guide to 
ensure that a high quality design is provided, with a design-led approach in 
accordance with policies DE1 and NC3 of the Local Plan. 

 With respect to infrastructure delivery and mitigation, the financial viability of 
the proposals, including to make financial and other contributions necessary 
for sustainable development have been independently reviewed and assessed 
by the Council’s independent viability consultant, including the development 
costs and revenues. 

 In accordance with policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision) has been considered 
within the context of economic viability, all development is required to make 
provision to meet the costs for new infrastructure necessary for the 
development, to mitigate the impact of the development and to contribute to 
the delivery of strategic infrastructure to address cumulative impacts of 
development. 

 The viability review has been complex and challenging as the independent 
review has found that a fully policy compliant scheme, that makes provision for 



all infrastructure required for the New Eastern Villages is not viable. Based on 
the development values and the results of the viability review, a compromise 
position has been agreed with the applicant, to enable some, but not all the 
priority 1 infrastructure items to be met, but none of the priority 2 or priority 3 
items, with a reduced provision of affordable housing at 15% and tenure split 
of 50% rented and 50% intermediate housing. 

 The table at appendix B of the report shows the infrastructure items that can 
and cannot be met. The shortfall in priority 1 infrastructure provision weighs 
against the proposal, but in the overall planning balance, the weight attributed 
to it has been determined by the findings of the viability assessment.

 Taking into account all material considerations, officers recommend that the 
reduced package, whilst limited, does provide key elements of the essential 
infrastructure necessary for sustainable development at the wider New 
Eastern Villages, as well as making provision on-site, for the needs of the 
proposed occupiers of the development in terms of open space, formal and 
informal recreation and education provision. These contributions are 
necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms.

 With respect to flood risk and drainage matters, both the Environment Agency 
and the Lead Local Flood Authority have raised no objection subject to 
planning conditions. 

 The objections raised by local residents, including surface water flooding, have 
been carefully considered and the revised drainage strategy is based on 
sustainable drainage principles to retain existing ditches, that will provide a 
sustainable drainage system in accordance with the Council’s adopted policy. 
These conditions includes further investigation and assessment of the land 
affected by surface water flooding. 

 The Sustainable Drainage scheme will be controlled and implemented through 
several planning conditions, as recommended by the Lead Local Flood 
Authority and the Environment Agency.

 The development proposals have been revised and significant improvements 
have been made. Some areas of concern remain, including the development’s 
financial viability and the impacts on the delivery of infrastructure and the 
payment of financial contributions for priority 1, 2 and 3 infrastructure that are 
required for the New Eastern Villages.

 The recommendation is finely balanced and takes account of the very 
important role the site plays in the wider New Eastern Villages, to link with 
other villages and to provide deliver on-site strategic shared infrastructure that 
is necessary to serve the entire New Eastern Villages.

 Given the particular and unique circumstances of the case and taking account 
of the specific planning constraints that are affecting the delivery of the site, 
the extent of infrastructure that is provided and the effects on viability, officers 
recommended that the Director of Strategic Development be authorised to 
grant outline planning permission, subject to the completion of a suitable 
section 106 agreement and subject to planning conditions, as detailed in the 
report.    

 A further assessment needed to be submitted prior to reserve matters for 
approval.

Submissions in support of the application can be broadly summarised as:

 The development was appropriate, would link to other new eastern village 
applications and of high quality and complied with the Council’s Local Plan.



 The developer was locally based and committed to a custodial role for this 
site, creating hundreds of direct jobs through the fourteen year construction 
period as well as jobs in the supply sector.

 Work had been on-going constructively with officers since the application was 
submitted in November 2017 and amendments have been made to the 
application submitted.

 The application formed a fundamental element of the New Eastern Villages 
development ensuring vital elements that are key to the success of the 
development as a sustainable community would be delivered together with up 
to 1,550 dwellings including 233 mixed tenure and affordable homes in line 
with the same proportion as other elements of the New Eastern Villages.

 Also provided are a three-form entry primary school, a secondary school, a 
park and ride site and sports hub and pitches, a central neighbourhood hub 
and over 20 hectares of green infrastructure including 7 hectares of new 
native woodland.

 There was also access to adjoining developments and the A4120, symmetry 
and Lotmead.

 Nine and a half hectares of developable land had been allocated to the 
secondary school and park and ride site an affordability assessment had 
concluded that the infrastructure provision and 30% affordable housing would 
render the scheme unviable. Officers have agreed that the contributions set 
out within the report provide satisfactory mitigation of the impact of the 
development.

 Fitting its location as a gateway to Swindon along the A420 the development 
will use the award winning Tadpole gardens and Village as a baseline for the 
development.

 It will incorporate the Committee on Climate Change Fit for the Future 
Publication to deliver a low carbon, water efficient climate resilient and 
adaptable development including for non-domestic buildings. This will be 
conditioned as part of any approval for development.

 The Council’s Urban Design Officer agrees that the design framework 
provides a logical basis for later reserved matters considerations.

 Many of the concerns raised during the consultation are dealt with through 
conditions requiring the submission of further details at the appropriate time.

 Given the social infrastructure provided and guaranteed through the 
application the Officer’s considered and balanced recommendations should be 
approved.

Submissions opposing the application can be broadly summarised as:  

 The application did not fully address a number of concerns raised by objectors 
especially South Marston and Stratton Parish Councils whose work to develop 
neighbourhood plans should be recognised.

 Any bridge over the A419 should be open to all traffic and should be 
conditioned accordingly to help address concerns in respect of traffic.

 That a deferral of the application or a delegation to the Director of Strategic 
Planning to allow additional work on the application was appropriate. This 
should be facilitated by a meeting between the developer, the Director of 
Strategic Planning and Parish Council representatives to address outstanding 
concerns.



 Local residents concerns relating to flooding concerns with fields flooded 
regularly with up to two feet of water.

 The old canal running through the development was full of water and acted as 
a key part of the local drainage system; if this were altered it could lead to 
local properties being flooded.

 Dwelling built as part of the application should meet the highest energy 
standards for the benefit of the occupiers and reduce the impact on climate 
change. This needed to be agreed at the earliest possible point in the planning 
process specifying the expected standards and including an energy efficiency 
statement and solar orientation in accordance with Policy DE2.

 Parish Council concerns relating to the quality of development which fell short 
of the original supplemental planning documents had not be adequately 
addressed.

 The independent viability study statement meaning some infrastructure and 
the number of housed would need to change from the original supplemental 
planning documents.

 If granted appropriate conditions to ensure the standard of development were 
required.

 According the Environment Agency and the developers there is no surface 
water flooding that expect in the most extreme weather conditions could not 
be alleviated through storm water drainage. Condition 42 addressed surface 
water flooding near Longmeads Farm in Parcel F of the developers Plans.  An 
existing watercourse ran through this area taking water to the north from the 
surrounding land. This land flooded every year and couldn’t be ignored as it 
would directly impact houses to the east and the local lead flood officer had 
expressed concern regarding this surface water and a detail hydrological 
assessment was required.

 The defunct Wilts and Berks Canal should also be included in any flooding or 
surface water conditions.

 Cycling and walking needed to be addressed.  Cycle paths along roads would 
not attract cyclists which would be deter developed along the River Cole as 
part of condition 20.

 Thames Water comments regarding only being able to supply 49 properties 
together with problems relating to storm water drainage needed to be 
addressed.

 The location of the park and ride would be better sited closer to the A419 as 
well as the A4120.

Resolved – (1) That the Director of Strategic Development be authorised to grant 
outline planning permission, subject to the completion of a suitable section 106 
planning obligation, for the delivery of the secondary and primary school sites, the 
Park and Ride site and the financial contributions set out at paragraph 9.3 set out in 
the report and subject to the conditions set out in the report.
(2) That in the event that a further extension of time is not forthcoming to enable the 
planning obligation to be completed and the decision issued, the Director of Strategic 
Development be authorised to refuse the application for the following reason:

The proposal has not secured the necessary infrastructure package required to 
mitigate the impact of the development, by means of a planning obligation and /or 
planning condition, to provide for the infrastructure needs arising from the 
development to meet the requirements for sustainable development to accord with 



policies NC3, RA3, IN1 and EN2 of the adopted Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026 
and the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

8.  Swindon Railway Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan

The Director of Strategic Development submitted a report setting out details of the 
Conservation Area Review undertaken for Swindon Railway Area and seeking 
approval of Committee to progress to formal public consultation of a revised and 
enlarged conservation area boundary.

Resolved – (1) That the recommendations set out in the Swindon Railway CAAMP 
report, as set out in Appendix 1 to the report, be approved.
(2) That the results of that consultation exercise and a final draft of the document be 
submitted to this Committee for formal adoption subject to any required amendments 
as a development management document in the form of Supplementary Planning 
Document.
(3) That the draft Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan specifically 
promote:
(i) A merger of two separate conservation areas (Swindon Railway Village and
Swindon Railway Works Conservation Area) as a single ‘Swindon Railway
Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan’; and 
(ii) An amendment in the form of additions (enlargement) to the designated
Conservation Area boundary. 

9.  Extension of end date for Employment Land Local Development 
Orders

The Director of Strategic Planning submitted a report seeking authorisation to extend 
the life until of Local Development Orders in respect of the Swindon BMW Plant, 
Dorcan Industrial Estate, Groundwell Industrial Estate, South Marston Industrial 
Estate, Blagrove and Keypoint previously approved by this Committee.

Resolved – That authorisation be approved for the extension of the end dates of the 
Swindon BMW Plant, Dorcan Industrial Estate, Groundwell Industrial Estate, South 
Marston Industrial Estate, Blagrove and Keypoint Local Development Orders until 31 
August 2022.


