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1 Introduction 

1.1 This additional evidence relates to the revised Draft Local Plan 2036 which is 

out for public consultation from Thursday 29th July to Thursday 16th September 

2021.  

 

1.2 I also comment on the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

which was published on 20th July 2021 and sets out the government’s planning 

policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. 

 

1.3 I will also comment on the Additional Evidence of Peter Lawson (August 2021) 

(AEPL). 

 

2 Swindon Borough Local Plan 2036 Revised Pre-Submission Draft 

2.1 The Council is currently undertaking a public consultation on the revised Draft 

Local Plan 2036 (RDLP) which has been revised in light of legislative changes 

and representations made. It is out for consultation between Thursday 29th 

July and Thursday 16th September 2021.  

 

2.2 As outlined within AEPL (Paragraphs 2.2-2.3), Policy SP2 of the RDLP seeks 

to replace Policy SD2 from the current Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026 

(SBLP). The revisions do not result in the appeal site being located within the 

Swindon Urban Area boundary or any other settlement boundary, nor do any 

other polices within the RDLP specifically allow for the appeal proposal. It is 

therefore the Council’s view that the appeal proposal would be contrary to draft 

Policy SP2 and as such the principle of development would remain 

unacceptable.  

 

2.3 Draft Policy SP2 identifies the allocated employment areas, which includes 

those listed within Policy SD2 of the SBLP. A further four employment land 

allocations have been included within draft Policy SP, as identified within 

Paragraph 2.4 of AEPL.  



Additional Planning Evidence of Edward Snook  August 2021 
Inlands Farm (APP/U3935/W/21/3269667)  Swindon Borough Council 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2 
 

2.4 In his evidence (CDC-7), Mr Dewart discusses the Employment Land Review 

(CDI-2), and how this has informed the RDLP. Mr Dewart states that “Through 

its Plan-led approach, Swindon is positively planning to meet the Borough’s 

employment land needs” (Paragraph 2.25) and “Taking into account 

commitments and existing allocations such as Kimmerfields, NEV and 

Wichelstowe, the Employment Land Review (CDI-2) demonstrates that there is 

sufficient land in quantitative terms to meet future forecast requirements to 

2036” (Paragraph 2.5). In Section 3 of Mr Dewart’s Proof of Evidence, he 

advises that the solutions to the barriers in Swindon is to “renew the town by 

re-using existing sites in the centre to accommodate higher order activities, 

such as the creation of knowledge economy facilities” (Paragraph 3.28). The 

Council therefore maintain the view that the SBLP and RDLP include sufficient 

available employment land within the Borough to enable economic growth.  

 

2.5 Within AEPL, Mr Lawson refers to the fact the RDLP is silent on the need for, 

and does not plan for, a Science Park. As outlined in Paragraph 6.14 of my 

Proof of Evidence, the Council remain of the view that insufficient evidence to 

demonstrate that a science park of the nature proposed in the Appeal Proposal 

is required in this location, and that the SBLP and RDLP allow for sufficient 

flexibility to enable and support such a facility to come forward in the right 

location. As Mr Dewart explained previously, the Council is already supporting 

the emergence of a knowledge economy hub within central Swindon. 

 

2.6 Mr Lawson considers the fact Policy EC1 (or equivalent policy) has not been 

carried forward to the RDLP to be a major omission. Whilst this is not 

necessarily the forum to go in to these matters in detail, the RDLP has been 

drafted in the context of Paragraph 16 of the NPPF. In particular, the RDLP 

has sought to rationalise the number of policies, and avoid duplication, 

including those more appropriate to the Borough’s Economic Strategy.    

 

2.7 As outlined within the Council’s Statement of Case (CDC-3), there remain a 

number of objections which are unlikely to be resolved prior to the independent 
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Examination of the Local Plan Review which is expected to occur in 2022. In 

accordance with Paragraph 48 of the NPPF, the Local Plan Review therefore 

carries little weight in the determination of this appeal. 

 

2.8 To conclude, the appeal proposal would be contrary to the development 

strategy of the RDLP and would therefore be a major departure from the 

development plan. The RDLP plans positively for economic growth and 

provides sufficient flexibility for a Science Park of the nature proposed within 

the appeal to come forward in the right location. I therefore do not consider that 

the contents of the RDLP change my assessment of the appeal proposal and 

subsequent planning balance, as set out in my Proof of Evidence (CDC-6). 

 

3 Revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – July 2021 

3.1 On 20th July 2021, the Government published a revised National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF). I consider any key changes to the NPPF that are 

relevant to the appeal proposals. 

 

3.2 NPPF Paragraph 8 (b) introduces the fostering of “beautiful and safe places” 

within the social objective of sustainable development, and Paragraph 126 now 

states “the creation of high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings and 

places is fundamental to what the planning and development process should 

achieve”. Further to this, Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states that “Development 

that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect 

local design policies and government guidance on design…”. 

 

3.3 I rely on the evidence from Mr Garitsis, as summarised at paragraphs 7.11 and 

7.12 of my Proof of Evidence (CDC-6), which states that the appeal scheme 

“would lead to a significant urbanisation of the site, compromising the existing 

established context and character of the site and its surroundings, contrary to 

Policies DE1 and NC3 of the SBLP, Paragraphs 127 and 130 of the NPPF and 

the NDG”. I therefore remain of the view that the appeal proposal fails to 

comply with Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the NPPF.  
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3.4 Paragraph 131 of the NPPF states that “Trees make an important contribution 

to the character and quality of urban environments, and can also help to 

mitigate climate change”. Whilst I note the benefits trees can bring to a 

scheme, I am mindful that paragraph refers specifically to “urban 

environments”. The Appeal Site consists of open agricultural fields, bounded 

by trees and hedgerows, within a rural setting and, as a result, the appeal 

proposal would result in the significant urbanisation of the site. I therefore 

consider that, in this instance, the trees proposed as part of the appeal scheme 

are primarily mitigation for the resulting harm, rather than them making an 

important contribution to the character and quality of an urban environment.  

 

3.5 Paragraph 176 of the NPPF states that “The scale and extent of development 

within all these designated areas should be limited, while development within 

their setting should be sensitively located and designed to avoid or minimise 

adverse impacts on the designated areas”. The evidence of Mr Potterton and 

Ms Ede, as well as the submitted comments from the AONB Board, agree that 

the appeal site forms part of the setting of the North Wessex Downs Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Further to this, Mr Potterton and the 

AONB Board consider that the appeal proposal, which represents a substantial 

urban scheme in terms of scale and form, would result in significant adverse 

harm to the landscape character of the area, which contributes to the setting of 

the AONB. I am therefore of the view that the location and design of the appeal 

proposal is such that the it would fail to avoid or minimise the adverse impact 

to the setting of the AONB, contrary to Paragraph 176 of the NPPF.  

 

Conclusion 

3.6 Throughout my evidence, I have raised concerns that the appeal proposal fails 

to comply with various elements of the NPPF. The revised NPPF maintains the 

text to which I have relied upon previously, and includes additional references 

in relation to design and the AONB. I am, accordingly, of the view that the 

Appeal Proposal is contrary to the provisions of the revised NPPF, and that the 
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text amendments make it clear that it would result in substantial harm. The 

conclusion outlined in my Proof of Evidence (CDC-6) therefore remains 

unchanged. 

 

4 WSP Technical Note on Effects of Canal on Surface Water Attenuation 

4.1 Appendix 1 of the AEPL includes a Technical Note by WSP, which briefly 

explains the principles behind the proposed drainage strategy. It also suggests 

that were the Wilts and Berks canal to come to fruition then it would need to 

consider and assess how the drainage requirements of the Appeal Scheme 

can still be met. This in essence, suggests that the burden of providing an 

appropriate drainage scheme for the Phase 1 building of the Appeal Scheme, 

would be put on the Wilts and Berks Canal Trust in the event that the proposed 

canal is constructed.  

 

4.2 The WSP Technical Note also suggests that the canal itself could be capable 

of providing the required level of attenuation, however no evidence or details 

have been submitted to demonstrate whether this is likely to be a technically 

deliverable solution for part or all of the attenuation from the Appeal Scheme, 

particularly if the canal is delivered in separate parcels.  

 

4.3 Appendix 4 of Mr Lawson’s Proof of Evidence (CDC-16) includes plans 

illustrating the revised canal alignment being proposed by the Appellant. This 

appears to only allow a sufficient width for the canal corridor itself, and would 

not include additional land capable of accommodating the proposed drainage 

swales, if there was a requirement for them to be relocated. It is unlikely that 

the Wilts and Berks Canal Trust would have any other land within their 

ownership to be able to relocate the drainage swales too. As a result, in the 

event that the Appeal Scheme were to be granted, and the Canal Trust were 

unable to demonstrate that the drainage swales could be relocated elsewhere, 

then it is likely that the canal would become undeliverable. Neither has the 

Appellant submitted any information to demonstrate that an acceptable 

drainage strategy can be delivered for the Appeal Scheme whilst relocating the 
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drainage swales elsewhere. If there is no other drainage solution, then the 

positioning of the drainage swales for the Appeal Scheme within the canal 

alignment, would in essence prevent the land from being used for the 

development of the proposed canal, therefore potentially prejudicing its 

delivery. 

 

4.4 I therefore do not consider that sufficient information has been submitted by 

the Appellant to demonstrate that the Appeal Scheme as well as the proposed 

canal, could be delivered alongside one another whilst ensuring that an 

appropriate drainage solution could also be delivered in accordance with Policy 

EN6 of the Local Plan and Paragraph 167 of the NPPF. Given these significant 

concerns and doubts, I do not consider that the technical note overcomes the 

Council’s concerns in relation to the requirements of Policy EN11 of the SBLP. 

 


