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1. Introduction 

1.1 In this additional evidence I will respond to matters arising from the Local Planning 

Authority’s consultation on the Swindon Borough Local Plan 2036 Revised Pre-

Submission Draft which is being undertaken between 29th July and 16th September 

2021 under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 

Regulations 2012 (as amended). This Revised Pre-Submission Draft is an emerging part 

of the Development Plan not previously considered at the Inquiry when the first set of 

Hearings closed on 2nd July 2021. It is therefore necessary to provide my evidence on 

this matter here. 

1.2 I will also respond to matters arising from the Government’s publication of a revised 

National Planning Policy Framework on 20th July 2021, which again was not previously 

available for consideration at the first set of Inquiry Hearings. 

1.3 In addition to reinforce my evidence to the Inquiry regarding the proposed alignment 

of the Wilts & Berks Canal through the appeal site, I provide a Technical Note prepared 

by WSP as an appendix which justifies the use of the canal as part of any revised 

surface water strategy for the appeal site should the canal ever come forward in the 

future. 
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2. Swindon Borough Local Plan 2036 Revised Pre-
Submission Draft 

2.1 The Local Planning Authority is consulting on a Revised Pre-Submission Draft of the 

Swindon Borough Local Plan 2036 between 29th July and 16th September 2021. Below 

I consider the key differences between the adopted policies of the adopted Swindon 

Borough Local Plan 2026 and the emerging policies of the Revised Pre-Submission Draft 

that are relevant to this appeal. These are namely the changes to the spatial strategy 

policy and not carrying forward Policy EC1 of the adopted Swindon Borough Local Plan 

2026. I will then assess the weight that should be applied to these emerging policies in 

line with the provisions of Paragraph 48 of the NPPF. 

Draft Policy SP2: The Spatial Strategy 

2.2 Draft Policy SP2 is proposed to replace Policy SD2: The Sustainable Development 

Strategy of the Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026. 

2.3 Draft Policy SP2 proposes that outside of settlement boundaries and strategic local 

allocations, including Neighbourhood Plan allocations, development is not supported 

unless allowed for by other policies in the Plan. I acknowledge that any revisions to the 

settlement boundaries in the Revised Pre-Submission Draft do not incorporate the 

appeal site and it is not the subject of a draft allocation. I also acknowledge there are 

no specific policies elsewhere in the Revised Pre-Submission Draft that would allow for 

the appeal proposal, as in particular draft policies relating to economic development 

do not make provision for additional economic land beyond the proposed employment 

land allocations contained in Draft Policy SP2. This means the appeal proposal would 

conflict with Draft Policy SP2, however I would draw attention to the fact that Draft 

Policy SP2 and its supporting text is silent on the need to plan for a Science Park and 

does not provide for such.  

2.4 Draft Policy SP2 only proposes four additional employment land allocations to add to 

those already identified in the current Development Plan. These are: 

• The Carriageworks, Swindon – 1.52ha 

• Land north of Barnfield Close, Swindon – 0.75ha 

• Former Groundwell Park and Ride – 1.7ha 

• Former Wroughton Park and Ride – 4.8ha 

2.5 As per paragraph 6.8 of my Proof of Evidence [CDC-16] a site of at least 35 hectares is 

needed to accommodate the overall Science Park. Consequently, none of these 

additional employment land allocations meet the site selection criteria for the Science 

Park and do not represent any realistic alternative sites. 

2.6 Given that the Revised Pre-Submission Draft only proposes four, small, additional 

employment sites I maintain my position from my Evidence in Chief at the Inquiry, that 
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there remains an insufficient range and choice of employment sites for the Swindon 

Borough coming through the Local Plan process. 

Not carrying forward Policy EC1 of Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026 

2.7 The Revised Pre-Submission Draft does not propose to carry forward or include a 

replacement for Policy EC1: Economic Growth through Existing Business and Inward 

Investment from the Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026. I consider this to be a major 

omission from the Revised Pre-Submission Draft as it no longer provides a mechanism 

in planning policy for supporting large inward investment proposals where there is 

significant net economic or social benefit such as those presented by the appeal 

proposals. This represents a lost opportunity to further the economic development of 

the Borough when new investment opportunities arise. 

Weight to be applied to Revised Pre-Submission Draft  

2.8 Paragraph 48 of the NPPF is clear that weight may be given to relevant policies in 

emerging plans according to: 

(a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its 

preparation, the greater the weight that may be given); 

(b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less 

significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); 

and 

(c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to this 

Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the 

Framework, the greater the weight that may be given). 

2.9 With regards to criterion a), I note the Inquiry is due to resume on 7th September 2021 

and it is anticipated will close on 8th September 2021 (or possibly 9th September 2021 

should an overrun occur). When the Inquiry resumes consultation on the Revised Pre-

Submission Draft will still be ongoing and it will not have been submitted for 

Examination to the Secretary of State. Submission is unlikely before the end of 2021 

with the Examination in Public being undertaken in 2022. Consequently, I consider that 

the Revised Pre-Submission Draft is not at a sufficiently advanced stage of preparation 

to be given anything more than very limited weight. 

2.10 For criterion b), the Appellant has a number of unresolved objections to relevant 

polices of the Revised Pre-Submission Draft. The most significant of these is the lack of 

an allocation for a Science Park and the loss of the significant economic and social 

benefits one would provide for the Borough. This is a fundamental flaw in the 

development strategy proposed in Draft Policy SP2 and is a significant unresolved 

objection. 

2.11 It is also the case that consultation on the Revised Pre-Submission Draft will still be 

ongoing when the Inquiry resumes and is anticipated to close. Therefore, it will not be 

possible to gauge the extent of unresolved objections from other parties who may be 

making representations. I am therefore of the opinion that given the significance of 
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unresolved objections by the Appellant, and the potential for significant unresolved 

objections from other parties, that again the weight which can be given to the Revised 

Pre-Submission Draft is no more than very limited. 

2.12 For criterion c), I do not assert that the relevant emerging policies of the Revised Pre-

Submission Draft are inconsistent with the NPPF. However, this does not outweigh the 

very limited weight I have identified that can be applied to the emerging policies due to 

the still relatively early stage of preparation of the emerging Local Plan 2036 and the 

significant extent of unresolved objections to the emerging policies. 

2.13 As per paragraph 4.49 of my Proof of Evidence [CDC-16], the revised NPPF continues to 

reiterate at Paragraph 49 that arguments an application is premature are unlikely to 

justify a refusal of planning permission other than in limited circumstances. In this case 

these circumstances are not met since the emerging Local Plan Review is not at an 

advanced stage given it is still subject to consultation and has not yet been submitted 

for Examination. Indeed, paragraph 50 is clear that refusal on grounds of prematurity 

will seldom be justified where a draft plan has yet to be submitted for Examination. 

Conclusion 

2.14 The appeal proposals would still conflict with the revised development strategy of the 

Swindon Borough Local Plan 2036 but that is because, like the adopted Local Plan 2026, 

it is silent on the need to plan for a Science Park and provide for such. However, the 

weight that can be applied to any such conflict with the emerging development 

strategy policy, SP2, is very limited due to the still relatively early stage of preparation 

and the extent of unresolved objection to the emerging Local Plan 2036. 

2.15 As a result, I do not consider that the contents of the Revised Pre-Submission Draft of 

the Swindon Borough Local Plan 2036 changes my assessment of the planning balance 

for the appeal proposals set out in my Proof of Evidence [CDC-16]. 
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3. Revised National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) – July 2021 

3.1 The Government published a revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on 

20th July 2021. Below I consider the key changes to the NPPF that are relevant to the 

appeal proposals and assess their implications. 

Design 

3.2 Paragraph 8b makes a change to the overarching social objective of the planning 

system to include the fostering of “well-designed, beautiful and safe places”. 

3.3 Paragraph 134 (previously paragraph 130) now provides that development should be 

well designed and refused if that is not the case. 

3.4 I have previously considered matters of design in my Proof of Evidence [CDC-16] having 

taken into account the evidence of Mr Mullin [CDC-19]. Noting that design is a matter 

for professional judgement, I remain of the opinion that Mr Mullin’s evidence clearly 

demonstrates the design of the appeal proposals is of high quality having been 

adjusted and strengthened as part of an iterative design process before and during the 

application determination. 

3.5 I consider that the appeal proposals satisfy Section 12 of the NPPF relating to 

‘achieving well-designed places’, and the requirements of Paragraph 134. I also deem 

that the appeal proposals would contribute to the overarching social objective of the 

NPPF at Paragraph 8b which seeks to foster “well-designed, beautiful and safe places”. 

Trees 

3.6 Paragraph 131 emphasises the important contribution made by trees to the urban 

environment and their role in mitigating and adapting to climate change. Planning 

decisions should ensure that new streets are tree-lined, that opportunities are taken to 

incorporate trees elsewhere in development, that appropriate measures are in place to 

secure long-term maintenance of newly-planted trees and that existing trees are 

retained wherever possible. 

3.7 As shown in the application layouts [CDA-3] and Landscape Strategy [CDA-15], the 

appeal proposals include substantial numbers of new trees along the new proposed 

roads through the appeal site as well as generally across the appeal site to create the 

green and verdant setting which forms part of the vision for Swindon Science Park. 

3.8 The without prejudice draft conditions that have been agreed between the Appellant 

and the Local Planning Authority include a condition requiring the submission of a 

Landscape and Biodiversity Management Plan and a condition for landscaping 

maintenance. Both of these will ensure the long-term maintenance of the proposed 

new trees. 
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3.9 The Arboricultural Impact Assessment [CDA-16] acknowledges that some existing trees 

will need to be removed in order to accommodate the appeal proposals however these 

will be compensated for by the planting of substantial numbers of new trees as part of 

the landscape strategy for the appeal proposals. The remaining existing trees will be 

retained. 

3.10 I consider the appeal proposals fulfil the requirements of Paragraph 131 with the 

substantial new tree planting contributing to an environmental gain at the appeal site. 

Biodiversity 

3.11 Paragraph 180d now requires that opportunities to improve biodiversity should be 

integrated into a scheme’s design rather than just encouraged as per the previous 

NPPF (2019). 

3.12 As set out in a Letter from the Appellant’s Ecologist dated 29th June 2020 [CDA-22] the 

appeal proposals would deliver a 44.3% increase in biodiversity units for broad habitats 

and a 31.89% increase for linear habitats. These both represent a significant 

biodiversity net gain which is a benefit of the appeal proposals and I consider means 

that the requirements of Paragraph 180d are met. 

AONB 

3.13 The former paragraph 172 of the NPPF (2019) has now been split between Paragraphs 

176 and 177 in the revised NPPF (2021). The NPPF (2021) also introduces a 

requirement at Paragraph 176 that development within the setting of an AONB should 

be sensitively located and designed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the AONB. 

3.14 The impact of the appeal proposals on the setting of the AONB has already been 

considered in Ms Ede’s Proof of Evidence [CDC-18]. Whilst landscape and visual impact 

are a matter of professional judgement for which I rely on the evidence of Ms Ede, I 

continue to have no reason to disagree with Ms Ede’s conclusions that owing to the 

proposed mitigation measures, the appeal proposal would have little effect on the 

character or scenic beauty of the AONB and that in the long term, the appeal proposal 

would integrate successfully with the landscape and the character and scenic beauty of 

the AONB would be conserved. I therefore consider the new requirement of paragraph 

176 regarding development in the setting of the AONB has been met. 

Conclusion 

3.15 I consider the appeal proposals are of a high quality design that meets the design test 

established in Paragraph 134 of the revised NPPF (2021). The increased emphasis on 

new tree planting established by Paragraph 131 is met by the appeal proposals which 

incorporate a significant number of new trees including along streets. The appeal 

proposals also already meet the requirement of Paragraph 180d to integrate 

biodiversity improvement opportunities into a scheme’s design as reflected by the 

substantial biodiversity net gain that will be achieved. The appeal proposals would be 

successfully mitigated in the long-term to minimise adverse impact on the AONB by 

virtue of the appeal site’s location within its setting as per the requirement of 

Paragraph 176. 
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3.16 The revised NPPF (2021) therefore does not introduce any changes that alter the 

original conclusions of my Proof of Evidence [CDC-16]. 
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TECHNICAL NOTE
TO PINS FROM WSP on behalf of Swindon Science

Park

DATE 10 August 2021 CONFIDENTIALITY Public

SUBJECT Swindon Science Park – Effects of Canal on Surface Water Attenuation

Introduction

This note has been prepared by WSP in support of the Swindon Science Park planning appeal referenced
PINS Reference: APP/U3935/W/21/3269667.

The following is in relation to the proposed surface water strategy and potential amendments to the
proposals with respect to the intended alignment of the Wilts & Berks Canal.

The drainage strategy submitted for the Swindon Science Park hybrid application relies on the principles of
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) with surface water attenuated on-site and released at restricted run-
off rates to local watercourses. Due to the nature of the site and relatively high ground water levels the
strategy aligns with pre-application advice from Swindon Borough Council Lead Local Flood Authority
(LLFA) and does not use below ground tanks or infiltration features; therefore all attenuation is to be
provided by tanked porous paving, green roofing and detention basins.

The fall of land is generally from east to west and the proposed access road through the Science Park
provides a natural barrier and it is proposed to locate a series of basins and swales along this feature which
also allows for easy phasing of the site and tying into existing on-site ditches until the full scheme is built
out. Other basins and swales will be located in other areas of the proposed development to support the
phasing of individual parcels.

The proposed alignment of the canal follows a similar route to the main access road and would be
constructed through the proposed location of these basins (as shown by drawing 7143-WSP-MP-ZZ-DR-
CE-0501) and would necessitate their removal.

Impacts on Surface Water Drainage Strategy

If the proposed Wilts & Berks canal comes to fruition, then a detailed strategy for the canal and its impacts
on existing infrastructure and the landscape will need to be considered at that time. The canal itself could
provide the required attenuation as part of a detailed strategy for the inland waterway along its length; it is
not possible to know at this stage what other areas will feed water into the canal or how the waterbody will
be kept topped up but anecdotally it is known that the canal requires a water supply.

Other areas within the Science Park’s proposed landscaping could be utilised for attenuation storage but
this may not be required once a detailed assessment as part of the canal’s planning application is
undertaken.

Rob Thomson CEng MICE
Associate Director

1 This drawing is contained in the Flood Risk Assessment which forms Appendix 11.2 of the Revised Environmental
Statement Volume 3 – Appendices [CDA-10].

Digitally signed by Thomson, Robert (UKRJT009)
DN: cn=Thomson, Robert (UKRJT009),
ou=Active, email=Robert.Thomson@wsp.com
Date: 2021.08.10 15:22:46 +01'00'
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