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Response to the Draft Supplementary Planning Document 

relating to the Eastern Development Area by 

 

South Marston Parish Council 

 
This response Is dated 11.06.2009, and follows consideration of the draft SPD 

and a meeting between representatives of SMPC and officers of the Forward 

Planning, Highways and Drainage departments of the Swindon Borough Council   

 
1. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE VISION & DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES? 

 

The existing Regional Spatial Strategy requirement for housing within Swindon 

Borough assumed continued economic growth and significant in-migration into the 

Swindon as a principal urban area.  With the underlying changes now evident in 

global economics which will persist long after any short term downturn in the 

economy, Swindon Borough Council will need to manage the risk that the planned 

scale of housing growth will no longer be required before peak population growth in 

the UK is reached.   

 

In the context of the Eastern Development Area, we suggest that it would be sensible 

to plan the phasing of any development so that it could, if necessary, be sustainable 

as a smaller community than the 12,000 houses currently planned. In particular we 

suggest that the plan should be structured to minimise unnecessary expense on 

infrastructure costs in the event that the full scheme cannot be completed.  

 

We suggest that the infrastructure relating to East Marston and the development 

between it and the railway is likely to be most expensive relative to the housing 

numbers achieved. We draw attention to the costs and engineering challenges 

associated with tunnelling under the railway embankment in an area where the 

ground is notoriously unstable and where Network Rail has had to carry out major 

stabilising work over recent years.  On this basis it would seem sensible to either: 

 

i. Delay development of East Marston as a potential Phase 4. 

 

ii. Abandon the development at East Marston and instead build to the North of 

Commonhead roundabout, linking in to the road infrastructure that is 

already planned. 

 

We submit that the scheme, the RSS and Government Strategy behind it 

should be revisited to take account of the current economic reality. 

 

We support a strong ‘Infrastructure before development’ principle. 
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2. SHOULD THE BOROUGH BE TRYING TO INTEGRATE THE EDA WITH 

SWINDON OR SHOULD IT BE A STAND ALONE COMMUNITY? 

 

  A degree of planned integration is appropriate. As long as people have cars they 

will travel across the Borough to get to work. The principle of self contained 

communities, each with their own facilities, may work for everyday shopping and 

schools, but not for employment, nor for major leisure attractions 

We note that there is insufficient employment opportunity or employment choice 

planned for the EDA for it to be a stand-alone community.  

 

3. DO YOU AGREE WITH OUR APPROACH TO SOUTH MARSTON? 

 

3.a. General Points 

 

3.a.1  We have now read through the SPD and accept that it contains many positive 

points concerning South Marston. 

 

3.a.2   (ref. 1.6). You have confirmed that we will be consulted on developments in 

the whole of the parish.  

 

3.a.3  (ref  1.8)  We note that the South Marston Village Strategy submitted to you 

in  2007 will be an acknowledged document embedded in the Core Strategy 

document and signposted in the SPD.  

 

3.b  South Marston village 

 

3.b.1.  (ref. 4.10 to 4.14). We note your recommendation and the reasons given. Of 

the options for South Marston we accept Option 1. We note that this would give an 

extra 600-800 dwellings, tripling the size of the village.  

 

We also understand that the Crown Timber site and Thornhill Industrial estate are 

likely to  be given permission for housing development under the ongoing Settlement 

Boundary Review. This would add a further 300 dwellings, a total which is far more 

than originally envisaged in any orderly expansion under our village strategy.  

 

 The total overall growth of the village should be taken into account during the early 

planning of any infrastructure provision for EDA-related growth. 

 

3.b.2.  (ref. 4.13).  We are appreciative of the comments and are in general 

agreement. We welcome your subsequent confirmation that you will work with us to 

develop an integrated plan as part of the Core Strategy process and prior to the 

adoption of the SPD. It is essential that an integrated plan for the village is 

adopted before any development is approved. 
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Following our discussions, please add additional words to the third point at 4.13: 

 

„and  addressing the problem of „rat running‟ through the centre of the village‟ 

. 

3.b.3. We appreciate your assurances that the principles behind the Village Strategy 

will be embedded into the revision of the maps showing road layouts and the 

indicative housing locations in the next version of the SPD 

 

 

3.b.4. At 4.11 please add the words; 

 

 „and address the existing problem of „rat running‟ through the centre of the village‟ 

 

 after the words  „that do not currently exist‟  

 

3.b.5. At 4.11 please delete the last two sentences.  Substitute the words  

 

„A critical mass of development is required at East Marston to make a crossing of the 

railway line viable‟ 

 

It is wrong to associate development at South Marston with this tunnel. 

 

3.c. Transport 

 

3.c1   (ref page 41) We object to the new strategic road north of the railway along 

Morse‟s Lane.  

i. This is currently a single track road well used by cyclists and horses as an 

important part of the local footpath and bridleway network. The widening of Morse‟s 

Lane will take up some of the land currently occupied by Oxleaze Wood, destroy a 

sunken medieval lane and the sites of medieval drainage ponds. Is the 

Borough/County Archaeologist aware of this proposal?  

 

ii. This road would create a barrier between the village and the open countryside 

contrary to Development Principle 10 at 3.10 and 8.5. See also 6.21  

 

3.c.2.  We object to a road plan being specified north of the railway until a solution to 

the Pound Corner problem in the centre of the village is reached to the parish 

council‟s satisfaction. 
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3.c3.  (ref 6)  As discussed directly with Borough Officers, we object to the 

designation of the existing roads through the village as strategic routes.  Pound 

Corner in the centre of the village has no footpaths and is close to the school and 

recreation area.  Encouraging walking and cycling is a major principle of the plan, yet 

this is impossible in the centre of South Marston.  The village roads are unsuitable for 

a major traffic route and are already being used as a „rat run‟, particularly since 

Sainsburys was built.  For many villagers this is the single most important item to be 

resolved in the proposed development.  

 

Please amend 6.14 to read: 

 

‘There are currently two routes across the London-Bristol railway line, at Gablecross 

and at Old Vicarage lane. Both routes lead into the centre of South Marston village 

and join at Pound Corner before continuing North towards the A361. Pound Corner 

and the roads in the village are narrow and lack any footpath or room to extend and 

are therefore unsuitable for through traffic.  Any North-South linkage between the 

A361 and the site must avoid the centre of the village. 

A new two-way tunnel will be required to provide North-South access across the 

railway to the new settlement of East Marston‟ 

 

3.c.4 Having considered the matter carefully we submit that there is no need for a 

strategic route into the site South of the railway from the A361/South Marston Park of 

the type shown on the plans at pages 36 and 41. The only through traffic that would 

not be „rat running‟ through South Marston (and, indeed, East Marston) would be the 

Highworth bus.  

 

If such a bus was considered desirable, then it could be routed through Shrivenham 

or special provision made for it by way of a „Bus only‟ section or similar. 

 

The current preferred  route is via the A419 and this should continue. There is 

already a weight limit through the village. 

 

Please amend the „Movement Framework‟ map on p. 41 and the „EDA Access‟ plan 

on p. 36 accordingly. 

 

3.c5  (ref 6.17, page 41) For the reasons outlined above, we object to the Movement 

Framework.  We wish to discuss with you amendments to the Indicative Masterplan 

that provide a viable solution and avoids developers ignoring the logic that underpins 

it.  We invite you to consider the Village Plan lodged with you (or available on 

southmarston.co.uk) and the one way system shown as indicative of our approach.  

 

3.c.6 Nightingale Lane, and in particular the bridge and stream, represent a major, if 

informal, resource for villagers, especially children. Increased traffic along Old 

Vicarage Lane or the adoption of Nightingale Lane for increased traffic use would 

destroy this resource contrary to Principles 4, 8 and 10 
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3.c.7 (ref 6.3)  We seek conformation that a 20mph speed limit will apply to South 

Marston, to include Pound Corner, as well as to residential roads in the new EDA 

communities..d. Green Area 

 

3.d.1 (ref.11.10-11.11) We note that sports pitches and other community facilities are 

to be provided at primary schools,  but this does not reflect the proposals within 

South Marston.  One simply has to look at the comparison in the indicative site size 

between the new Primary schools within the EDA and the proposed site size for the 

expanded existing South Marston school. We welcome your assurance that you will 

be discussing this inconsistency with us. 

 

To achieve the objective of having essential primary school facilities, either the 

current school will have to be re-sited or adjacent   land that is currently part of the 

Recreation Field will have to be secured. This is consistent with our own Village Plan.  

You have given us assurances that the plan will be altered to reflect this. 

 

3.d.2  (ref. 11.20). You have recognised that the existing Recreation Ground is land 

purchased with money raised by the villagers and is owned by the Parish Council. It 

could not be redeveloped in line with any requirements set by the Borough without 

Parish Council agreement. You have confirmed that it will be left out of any 

calculation of open or leisure space required by the proposed development  

 

 

3.g  Phasing 

 

3.g.1 Development within the South Marston Parish is scheduled for Phase 2.  We 

support the strict requirement for phased development in the order specified (subject 

to our comments at 1 above). We also require that high priority is given to resolving 

traffic flow through the village as part of the early stage of the development. 

 

3.g.2  The impact on South Marston should be a key factor when assessing the 

terms under which construction traffic operates. 

 

 

3.i   The school 

 

3.i.1 (ref 11.12)   Following consultation with the school, we favour an expansion 

sufficient to accommodate all eligible children resident in the expanded village only. 

We ask that the following wording be adopted: 

 

„The school should be enlarged to provide places for all the eligible children of the 

expanded village.‟ 

 

In place of „and there ……… South Marston.‟ 

 

3.j We object to the density of housing close to the centre of the village unless it can 

be shown  that this is compatible with retaining the existing character of the village  

and a mix of housing. 
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3.k Professional help maybe required if the maximum benefit is to be obtained from 

the „village green concept.‟ 

 

3l.  (ref. page 48)  There is an error in the map. We assume that the green block 

adjacent to the top left hand corner of the red EDA boundary is intended to identify 

Oxleaze Wood, designated as Community Forest under the Keypoint development 

Section 106 agreement.  If this is so, it is in the wrong place, as that area is part of 

the industrial estate – the actual location of Oxleaze Wood is to the south. A 

corrected Indicative Masterplan is required. This error affects the land partly 

designated for the road mentioned in 3.c.1 . 

 

3m.  The electricity supply network to parts of South Marston is antiquated and prone 

to failure. The internet service is slow.  Please confirm that both will be addressed as 

part of infrastructure requirements for the development. 

 

 

4. DO YOU AGREE WITH OUR PROPOSED APPROACH TO TRANSPORT? 

 

4.a 1. There is a huge amount of local concern about the policy not to re-direct the 

A420 Strategic road to Commonhead.  You acknowledge at 6.21 that such a road 

would be „heavily used and busy‟. We consider it essential that the Borough not only 

provides expert opinion in support of any scheme for the existing A420 but also 

convinces residents of East Swindon that their fears will not be realised. 

 

We specifically require information on the proposed route for lorries throughout the 

EDA and how the proposals conform to the statements in clause 6.16 of the SPD.  In 

fact, we cannot see how the requirements of 6.16 or principles 2, 4 and 6 set out at 

3.10 can be delivered.   We do not accept the weight given to the arguments in 

clause 6.21 

 

a). We note that you specifically state that an EDA bypass would be heavily used 

for strategic trips from the east to the south where Swindon is not the 

destination. Surely that is what is needed so that EDA local traffic is not 

brought to a standstill to the detriment of retail facilities, park & ride, 

businesses and public services such as the police headquarters.  The 

implication is that because southbound traffic is not related to traffic 

management within the EDA, then the EDA should not pay for its provision.  

We object to this as being a finance-related decision rather than one based 

on good traffic management 

b)  We accept that that a bypass for the A420 would separate the development 

from the surrounding countryside, but most existing residents and prospective 

residents would probably choose the bypass option rather than experience 

gridlock within and around their community. In the nature of the „island‟ 

approach, there is substantial green infrastructure within the site..  
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4.a.ii . We are very concerned that the SPD contains only superficial comments 

relating to traffic and transport infrastructure. We have now had sight of the 

Borough‟s Transport Strategy which goes to Cabinet on the 10 June 2009 and we 

are most concerned that no detailed analysis appears to have taken place on 

keeping traffic moving on roads within the EDA. It is a nonsense that a town the size 

of Chippenham appears to be being planned without a detailed traffic analysis. 

 

4.a.iii  (ref 6.21)  Consequently we object to the proposed road provision. Traffic into 

Swindon currently backs up along the A420 for up to a mile at peak times, 

exacerbated by non-Swindon bound traffic destined for the M4. We were told 

previously that if there was to be substantial development then either the A419 would 

be moved or a relief A420 road would be constructed from Acorn Bridge to the 

Commonhead roundabout. This has been dropped from the current plan, but there is 

no analysis of the impact of mixing EDA and strategic non-Swindon bound traffic on 

the A420, which will now be internal to the EDA.  It is our view that the proposed 

development may not be sustainable without such a relief road. 

 

4.a.iv The traffic is halted by the Police Station traffic lights and then the Gablecross 

(Sainsbury‟s)  roundabout before it gets to the White Hart roundabout. A Park and 

Ride in the planned location, i.e. opposite the Police Station would make the problem 

worse. 

 

4.a.iv. We fear that the inadequacy of the A420 and the road infrastructure will lead 

to increased  pressure on „rat runs‟ within EDA residential roads contrary to policy 6.1 

 

4.b. We object to a road plan being specified north of the railway in South Marston 

until a solution to the Pound Corner problem is agreed. See also comment 3.c.4  

 

 

4.c We note that the proposed Rapid Transport Scheme does not extend to either of 

the communities to the North of the railway. These communities will, effectively, be 

reliant on cars. This adds to our concerns about the proposed traffic system. 

 

 

5.  DO YOU THINK IT IS IMPORTANT THAT THE EDA PROVIDES 

BENEFITS FOR NEARBY COMMUNITIES IN EAST SWINDON AND 

THE VILLAGES? 

 

The benefits from development that accrue to the communities east of Swindon 

should be proportionate to the impact of that development according to good 

planning principles and should relate to both community benefit  and the cost of the 

facilities and services provided. 

 

We do not believe that the EDA should fund development/regeneration in other areas 

of the Borough with the exception of the Swindon Centre, which we accept will be 

used by many EDA residents.  In line with planning policy, the priority should be for 

benefit to go to the new EDA communities and the surrounding villages, 

proportionate to the impact of the EDA. 
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6. DO YOU AGREE THAT THE VISION FOR THE EDA SHOULD BE 

STRUCTURED AROUND GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE? 

 

Yes. T green infrastructure/ archipelago approach is a necessary response to the 

difficulties of the EDA area.  We feel that the long term security of the infrastructure 

should be addressed when appropriate to avoid subsequent development pressures. 

 

7. DO YOU AGREE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A MIX OF HOUSING IN THE 

EDA WITH HIGHER DENSITY CLOSER TO THE DISTRICT CENTRE? 

 

Yes, but the tenure and size of units should reflect actual demand rather than 

planning aspirations. Where the principle of denser housing closer to a centre is in 

conflict with the individual character of a community, it should be abandoned. 

 

8. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE SOCIAL FACILITIES WE HAVE IDENTIFIED? 

 

We note that the there is no consideration of allotment provision and feel that this 

needs to be a priority to reflect current demand and lifestyle needs.  Consideration 

should also be given to other similar initiatives such as community orchards to meet 

sustainability objectives for local food  

 

9. WHICH OPTION DO YOU THINK WE SHOULD PURSUE TO DELIVER 

SECONDARY EDUCATION PLACES? 

 

The principle should be that education, including secondary education, should 

be provided within the EDA in line with the self sufficiency principles of the 

EDA design 

 

10. DO YOU AGREE THAT NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRES SHOULD BE 

LOCATED NEXT TO SCHOOLS? 

 

In principle we feel that this is the correct approach but it assumes that the actual 

facilities / services provided in these centres are appropriate and capable of 

competing with those of the District Centre.  

 

11. ARE WE DOING ENOUGH TO ADDRESS THE CLIMATE CHANGE, THE 

ENVIRONMENT AND ECOLOGY IN THE EDA. 

 

No.  The scheme is not carbon neutral and initiatives such as the biomass project, 

which would be carbon neutral, are merely aspirational. Long term behaviour change 

is required through community and collective action, not just through design of 

housing and the public realm.  There should be encouragement for those 

communities that strive for sustainable living to develop community energy and land 

management initiatives.   
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12.  DO YOU AGREE WITH THE PROPOSED PHASING? 

 

Yes. Please see the more detailed answer at 1. We question if the proposed phasing 

can be delivered in practice.  We believe East Marston should be re-located or 

treated as a separate Phase 4, held in reserve in case housing need and demand 

does not materialise.  Whatever the phasing plan, it is essential that residents most 

closely affected by development on their doorsteps should be kept updated with 

details and timescales to minimise the impact of “planning blight” 

 

13.  DO YOU THINK THE PROPOSALS ARE AFFORDABLE AND 

DELIVERABLE? 

 

No   It was a conclusion of The Examination In Public that this development would be 

financed by future economic growth. This is no longer a tenable position. 

 

The viability of the scheme is based on continued economic and population growth 

and in-migration into Swindon.  This appears unlikely on the scale envisaged, as 

outlined in our answer to Question 1.  There is a well-recognised short term 

economic downturn, but it is longer term global economic changes that put the 

viability of development on this scale in doubt.   We would encourage Swindon 

Borough Council to develop options for different scales of growth as part of a formal 

Risk Management Strategy for the EDA.  This should adopt a structured approach 

to developing infrastructure to minimise overall costs should the scale of 

development prove over-ambitious. 

 

14. OTHER COMMENTS 

 

14..a  INVOLVEMENT OF PARISH COUNCILS 

14.a.i  (ref. 16.13/14 16.21/22) We welcome the intention to involve Parish Councils 

at the design stage for open space & public realm.  

However, we feel that this should be stronger, to include Parish Councils having the 

decision on suppliers and choice of equipment to be supplied as they will ultimately 

have the responsibility of future maintenance.  

14.a.ii There needs to be provision for ongoing funding for maintenance beyond the 

normal 5-year commitment and it is important that communities do not have 

something that they cannot maintain foisted on them as has been the case with other 

major developments in Swindon.  Setting up endowment funds are one solution to 

this.  Ensuring that community organisations have the resources with which to 

access, for instance, business planning advice are also important, especially when 

facilities are to be developed/maintained largely with volunteer effort.  
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14.a.iii You have confirmed that South Marston Parish Council will be consulted and 

involved in the development of community facilities and their sustainable funding 

within the whole area of the parish. 

 

 

14.b  Flooding 

 

14.b.1  (ref 14.7/8)  We welcome the statement that a flood risk assessment will need 

to be carried out and that a surface water attenuation plan will need to support any 

development application. 

 

14.b.2. (ref 14.6)(page 73)  The map only shows the flood plains of the rivers passing 

through the EDA. It does not show the other areas of surface water flooding at times 

of sustained rainfall. We are pleased to note the recognition that the planners & 

developers need to understand the full extent of the flooding problem. There has 

been much correspondence between us and the Borough over the last decade on 

flooding issues in the South Marston Parish. There  is a need to reinstate and expand 

many of the ancient attenuation ponds in the area to deal with anticipated increase in 

surface water, and the opportunity to do that is compatible with development of 

designated green infrastructure both inside and outside any areas designated for 

housing. 

 

14.b.3 Flood risk modelling should include the impact both from upstream causes 

and on upstream land. 

 

14.c  Character Areas 

 

14.c.i (ref 15.4) We note that, rather than seeking to develop a sense of identity for 

the whole area, „a series of development islands or neighbourhoods‟ is proposed. 

These are to be separated both physically and in character.   

 

14.c.ii We suggest that each „island‟ or „neighbourhood‟ should have its own Parish 

Council to foster a sense of local identity and responsibility. We ask that you add 

after 15.4 

 

„New Parish Councils should be established for each new community as soon as a 

viable population is reached in order to foster a sense of political identity, engender 

community activity, manage local facilities and liaise with the Borough.‟ 

 

14.c.iii We specifically refute the notion that the „Cluster‟ initiative (ref. 7.4) can 

perform this function. It is a „top-down‟ initiative that may be helpful in getting the 

individual communities established, but cannot give them a sense of self. In due 

course  should play no more than a co-ordinating role.  

 

14.c.iv.  (ref 15.4 plan)  The area to the West of the „Employment Land‟ and North of 

the railway is physically separated from East Marston. Please say how it is tied into 

that (or any) community. 
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14.c.v   (ref plan on p. 77).  We note that the proposed renewable energy centre and 

sewerage treatment plant are subject to factors external to the EDA plan. 

14.d. South Marston and ‘East Marston’  (ref 15.6 and 7) 

 
14.d.ii  We believe that the new community is best regarded as independent from the 

existing village. We believe that it would be helpful to this for it to take its name from 

the farm on which it is largely to be built. i.e. Rowborough. Please alter all 

references to ‘East Marston’ to ‘Rowborough’. 

 

14.d.3 Having said this, the two communities will be within easy walking/cycling 

distance and this should be promoted in line with 6.13. Also see 3.c.6 above. 

 

We recognise that provision would need to be made for the existing car repair 

workshop, but nonetheless, please make the first sentence of para. 15.6 a separate 

para. and add 

 

 „‟The link between the two communities along Nightingale Lane should be 

downgraded to a bridleway’’ 

 

14.e. .  Area Framework Document 

 

14.e.i  (ref. page 28)  This refers to „island communities‟ being focussed around 

harbours situated at the edge of the islands and community centres are drawn to the 

edges  of islands. As far as we can see, this approach is not borne out in the EDA for 

development north of the railway, and might, we believe, be incompatible with an 

integrated plan for the village.  Please confirm that the type and location of facilities 

will be considered on a settlement by settlement basis.  

 

14.e.ii We note with concern that the „island concept‟ is seen as an interim solution 

and that it is anticipated that successful islands will merge over time. What does this  

mean in terms of the anti-coalescence strategy and the assumption that remaining 

land between South Marston village and the railway line will be protected from 

development?  Is there a special long term designation in any local plan that 

would be effective?  We believe Community Forest status may not, by itself, be 

sufficient and wish to discuss with you the potential options for achieving this. 

 

14.f.  Historic Environment 

 

14.f.i.  We are concerned that there is no reference to the Roman settlement/villa site 

by Rowborough farm, within the area of East Marston. 

 

14.f.ii  The field and lane plan around South Marston is ancient, with lanes and 

boundaries appearing to reference nearby Ermine Street, which suggests Roman or 

earlier origin. The stream still has the remains of sluices used to control the flow for 

agricultural purposes in earlier times. This kind of detail does not appear to be 

respected in your plan contrary to 14.8 

 


