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1. Introduction 

1.1 In this rebuttal proof I will respond to matters raised in proofs of evidence submitted 

on behalf of the Local Planning Authority. I have concentrated on main points at issues, 

and have not responded on every point in dispute. If I fail to respond to a particular 

point, or otherwise fail to mention it, it should not be assumed that I agree with it.  

1.2 In this rebuttal proof I will respond to the evidence of Mr Edward Snook [CDC-6]. 
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2. Response to the Evidence of Mr Edward Snook 

Canal Alignment 

2.1 In paragraph 6.50, Mr Snook states “The alignment proposed as part of the Appeal 

Proposal would not be sufficient in width to accommodate the restoration of the canal, 

whilst forcing the canal beneath the proposed roundabout could present significant 

challenges to its delivery. It would not be clear how this alignment would impact the 

proposed delivery of the SCR scheme, which is an allocated scheme within the SBLP to 

enable the delivery of new homes at the NEV. It would also result in a significant 

amount of groundwork and there would be potential issues with connecting to the 

section of proposed canal to the south of Pack Hill. These additional challenges would 

add significant cost and complexity to the canal project, or potentially prejudice the 

delivery of the canal within this corridor.” 

2.2 In my proof of evidence [CDC-16] I submitted two plans at Appendix 4 showing the 

revised protected alignment of the canal through the site. These were the Illustrative 

Canal Layout (Drawing No. 17018-OA-MP-116-P-00 Rev P1) and the Protected Canal 

Alignment (Drawing No. 17018-OA-MP-117-P-00 Rev P1). The revised alignment has 

been designed in collaboration with the Wilts & Berks Canal Trust to their 

specifications and has been agreed as per the e-mail correspondence set out at 

Appendix 3 of my proof of evidence. 

2.3 The revised alignment has been designed to be of sufficient width to accommodate the 

restoration of the canal. The revised alignment no longer passes underneath the 

roundabout that would form part of the Southern Connector Road scheme. Instead the 

alignment passes underneath Pack Hill to align with the section of the canal that lies to 

the south of Pack Hill. This would not add any additional challenge to the delivery of 

the canal as it would align with the safeguarded route of the canal which has always 

necessitate a crossing under Pack Hill. 

2.4 In paragraph 6.51, Mr Snook states “It is my view that the Appeal Proposal has thus far 

failed to demonstrate that a suitable, technically deliverable, alignment for the canal 

can be preserved alongside the Appeal Proposal. The additional infrastructure required 

to deliver the alignment proposed within this application could therefore prejudice the 

delivery of the canal, contrary to Policy EN11 of the Local Plan.” 

2.5 With the revised alignment submitted in my proof of evidence it is demonstrated that a 

suitable and technically deliverable alignment for the canal can be delivered as part of 

the appeal proposal. Where the alignment of the proposed canal would pass 

underneath an access road that serves the development then culverts would be 

provided underneath these roads to assist in the future delivery of the canal.  

2.6 The acceptability of the revised alignment was agreed with the Wilts & Berks Canal 

Trust as per the e-mail correspondence set out at Appendix 3 of my proof of evidence 

2.7 Taking these measures into account as detailed further in Section 7 of my proof of 

evidence I consider the provisions of Policy EN11 of the Swindon Borough Local Plan 

(SBLP) 2026 are complied with. 
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Conflict with New Eastern Villages 

2.8 In paragraph 7.12, Mr Snook states “the location, siting, scale and form of the Appeal 

Proposal would conflict with the wider planned strategic development of the NEV”. 

2.9 The New Eastern Villages (NEV) are allocated in Policy NC3 of the SBLP 2026 comprising 

land to east of the A419. Policy NC3 identifies the allocation as a mixed-use 

development. It also states that “The form of the development shall comprise a series 

of new inter-connected distinct villages and an expanded South Marston village defined 

by the network of green infrastructure corridors.” 

2.10 I would highlight that the appeal site does not fall within the allocation boundary of the 

NEV. As established at paragraph 11.13 of my proof of evidence part of the appeal site 

does fall within the area that is established in Policy NC3(e) to allow for a ‘principle of 

non-coalescence’ on land between Wanborough, Bishopstone and Bourton and the 

NEV in order to protect the character and identity of these settlements. 

2.11 As explained in paragraph 11.14 of my proof of evidence I consider that the appeal 

proposal would not have any materially harmful impact on the character and identity 

of those settlements identified in Policy NC3(e). As such, I consider the site’s location 

would not conflict with the planned strategic development of the NEV. 

2.12 As noted above adopted policy identified that the NEV is intended to be a series of 

inter-connected distinct villages defined by a network of green infrastructure corridors. 

The ethos of the appeal proposal is compatible with this objective.  The appeal 

proposal will deliver a science park contained within a parkland setting with substantial 

areas of green infrastructure, which not only responds to the site’s context but also 

provides the attractive working environment needed to create a successful science 

park. 

2.13 The siting and scale of the proposals have evolved over time to address the setting of 

the appeal site and to fulfil the proposed form of the site as being contained within a 

parkland setting. Thus the built form of the appeal proposals has been sited at a lower 

density than other employment uses would be to ensure the required levels of green 

infrastructure are delivered to create the required environment. Whilst the proposed 

buildings are required to be of a sufficient scale to fulfil their operational function, the 

detailed design of these, such as a reduction in expected eaves heights particularly in 

Phase 1, has been used to generate the necessary setting. The landscape led design of 

the appeal proposals would not lead to the significant urbanisation of the site at odds 

with the character of the NEV.  

2.14 Consequently, I consider the appeal proposal is in a location, and of a siting, scale and 

form that would not adversely impact the planned NEV.  Indeed, it would make a 

positive contribution towards it by providing a very high quality science park that 

would deliver significant jobs and economic benefits in a parkland setting that reflects 

the intended form of the NEV. 
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