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Appeal Ref:  APP/J3910/A/08/2082566 

Land at Moredon Bridge, West Swindon 

• The Appeal is made under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The Appeal is made by E H Bradley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Wainhomes (North 
West) Limited against the Decision of North Wiltshire District Council. 

• The application, Ref: 08/00403/OUT, dated 14 February 2008, was refused by Notice 
dated 20 May 2008. 

• The development proposed is residential development (approximately 200 dwellings), 

public open space, access, landscaping and associated works. 
 

 

Decision 

1. I allow the Appeal, and grant outline planning permission for residential 

development (approximately 200 dwellings), public open space, access, 

landscaping and associated works on land at Moredon Bridge, West Swindon, in 

accordance with the terms of the application, Ref: 08/00403/OUT, dated 

14 February 2008, and the plans submitted with it, subject to the conditions 

set out in the Schedule below. 

Clarifications and Procedural Matters 

2. Notwithstanding the site address on the submitted planning application as set 

out above, the majority of the Appeal site is within the boundary of North 

Wiltshire District Council (NWDC).  A small part of it - to the north-east - falls 

within the administrative area of Swindon Borough Council (SBC).  NWDC 

determined the planning application with the agreement of SBC. 

3. The application is in outline – the access before me, all other matters reserved 

for subsequent approval. 

4. NWDC’s Decision Notice contained seven Reasons for Refusal.  At the opening 

of the Inquiry, and following discussion between the main parties and 

consultees, NWDC confirmed its position in its evidence.  All of these matters 

are addressed in the Statement of Common Ground.  Reason for Refusal 3 had 

been overcome as a result of the withdrawal of the objection by the Highways 

Agency.  The same applied to Reason 4 in terms of the Environment Agency 

(Flood Risk).  Reason for Refusal 6, generally archaeological matters, would be 

overcome by an agreed condition - while 7 (ecological concerns) was resolved 

(and is addressed in the S106 Obligation submitted by the Appellant). 

Nonetheless, the views of other parties on these matters have been 

considered. 
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5. The outline application was accompanied by the Illustrative Concept Plan.  It 

was the subject of discussion at the Inquiry, indicates the appellant’s general 

intentions for the layout of the site and has been taken into account. 

6. A Statement of Common Ground was before me while the appellant submitted 

to the Inquiry an executed Unilateral Undertaking pursuant to Section 106 of 

the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  I return to it at 

paragraphs 37-43 below.  

7. I am aware that - from 1 April 2009 – the four existing Wiltshire Districts and 

Wiltshire County Council have become one Unitary Authority. 

Main Issues 

8. As a result of the evidence before me at the Inquiry, bearing in mind paragraph 

4 above, these are: 

• firstly, whether the proposal would result in premature development – 

notably in terms of housing need, land availability and highways 

considerations – bearing in mind the policy context and national planning 

guidance; 

• secondly, whether it would adversely affect the character and 

appearance of the countryside in the vicinity of the site;  and 

• thirdly, whether the design approach to the development is acceptable. 

Reasons for the Decision 

 First Main Issue:  Prematurity 

 The Development Plan  

9. In the Wiltshire and Swindon Structure Plan 2016 (SP), adopted in April 2006, 

Policy DP3 indicates that development should be primarily focused on the 

Swindon Principal Urban Area (PUA).  This reflects Regional Planning Guidance 

for the South West (RPG10), 2001, which sought to concentrate growth at 

PUAs, Swindon being one.  SP Policy DP10B requires 1,000 dwellings as an 

urban extension or extensions at the western side of the PUA, these to follow 

from a joint study by the LPAs.  In relation to this main issue, NWDC and SBC 

focus on events since the adoption of their Local Plans [though the NWDC Local 

Plan (LP) process considered land at Moredon Bridge as an omission site, which 

was not allocated]. 

 The Emerging Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West (ERSS) 

10. The ERSS is at an advanced stage.  It has been subject to an EiP, the Panel has 

reported and the Secretary of State has published her Proposed Changes.  

I understand that the final document is expected to be published later this 

year.  It must carry significant weight. 

11. Policy HMA 2 requires 3,000 dwellings as urban extensions to the west of 

Swindon, within North Wiltshire.  That intent, from what I heard, relates to the 

general area of land at and about the Appeal site.  It also confirms the move, 

over a number of years, towards the identification of this part of North 
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Wiltshire, including the Appeal site, as a potential location for a substantial 

increase in housing provision.   

 Related Informal Studies  

12. These include the joint study requirement from the SP where the Councils have 

sought to address the housing needs of this area.  The Swindon Small Scale 

Urban Extensions Study (SSSUES) published in January 2008 recommended 

that 800 dwellings should be provided in North Wiltshire at Moredon Bridge and 

Ridgeway Farm (land to the west).  The contribution at the Appeal site would 

be approximately 100 dwellings.  In addition, a further contribution within SBC 

would arise - notably at Tadpole Farm.  While all three sites were considered 

sustainable, that at Tadpole Farm was considered the most sustainable. 

13. Relevant considerations have, however, further moved on following joint 

working, including by the successor authority in addressing the options arising 

from the ERSS.  The Appeal site, together with Ridgeway Farm and Pry Farm 

(adjoining it to the north), was identified as being the preferred option for 

accommodating 3,000 dwellings in the West of Swindon Study Update (on 

which consultation ended on 30 March 2009).  While the results of that 

consultation are not before me, the parties to the Study indicate that they “… 

are looking for a location for 3,000 dwellings because regional planning policy 

(Regional Spatial Strategy) is recommending they are located west of Swindon 

in North Wiltshire”.   

 National Planning Guidance 

14. On this main issue, that most relevant is Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing 

(PPS3) where I have taken into account all the references there before me.  

The appellant confirmed that NWDC had not refused the proposal solely on the 

grounds of prematurity (paragraph 72).  Including related matters below, 

together with those dealt with at the third main issue, I consider this a 

deliverable site that would potentially meet the tests in PPS3 (the five bullet 

points to paragraph 69) - not least as the development would reflect the need 

and demand for housing in the area (fifth bullet point). 

15. That, next, takes me to the availability, or otherwise, of an up-to-date five year 

supply of deliverable sites for housing (paragraph 71 of PPS3).  The view of 

SBC was that the supply assessment should be on a District-wide basis and 

that there was little in PPS3 to indicate otherwise.  While addressing the 

District supply in its evidence, the appellant also argued failure to meet the 

requirement of the SP at Policy DP10B at a sub-District level. 

16. I note the approach of SBC.  Here, however, the ERSS is specifically requiring a 

substantial extension at the west side of Swindon, and within North Wiltshire.  

The SP does the same, albeit to a lesser extent.  It seems clear to me that 

assessing land availability on a District-wide basis, in either Swindon or North 

Wiltshire, is not helpful in this context.   

17. Going further, SBC’s land availability is of little relevance when the Appeal site 

is in North Wiltshire and the ERSS requirement for 3,000 dwellings is in North 

Wiltshire.  NWDC considers it has an 8-year supply of land but this includes 

locations throughout the District and its 2008 Statement admits that there is 

only a 3.2-year supply if taking into account the ERSS requirement at that 
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time.  That difference appears to be entirely due to the absence of land to meet 

the SP requirement at Policy DP10B for 1,000 dwellings at the western side of 

the PUA.   

18. Bringing all the above matters together, it is reasonable to conclude that 

Moredon Bridge represents a necessary location to meet, partly, the housing 

needs of the area and there is an absence of land available in the area to meet 

the SP housing requirement, even less that of the ERSS.  Housing at the area 

including the Appeal site is also a preferred option for SBC’s emerging Core 

Strategy and the West of Swindon Study Update, by SBC and the new Wiltshire 

Council.  It might seem preferable to await finalization of the emerging 

Development Plan process, as argued by NWDC and SBC.  My assessment, 

however, in the specific circumstances of this case, is that housing land is 

needed now and that to release the Appeal site for about 200 houses would not 

prejudice the Development Plan process.  It follows that, on this part of this 

main issue, prematurity should not be taken as an objection to the proposal. 

 Highway Considerations      

19. Reason for Refusal 3 related to the implications of the proposal for the strategic 

road network.  That was overcome following the Highways Agency’s withdrawal 

of its objection.  The Local Highway Authority was Wiltshire County Council.  It 

did not object to the proposal, albeit its representative attended the informal 

discussion on conditions and gave his views on those necessary should I be 

minded to allow the Appeal.  My site observations at the point of access to, and 

exit from, the development confirmed to me that the development proposed 

would not adversely affect the safe and efficient circulation of vehicles on this 

section of Purton Road. 

20. A major element of the future planning of highway provision in the wider area 

about the site relates to the proposed Purton-Iffley Link (also referred to as the 

Purton Road to Great Western Way Link Road).  The principle of that route is 

contained in Councils’ documents.  When implemented, it would generally pass 

to the north of the site and provide an improved circulation route to the west of 

Swindon.  I have no reason to doubt the merits of that scheme.  On the basis 

of the evidence, this route would be unlikely to directly affect the site - not 

least its built element over 150 metres away.  At the Inquiry, the appellant said 

that its proposal was not conditional upon completion of the route.  The 

Highway Authority does not disagree.  I come to the same conclusion. 

21. That takes me to the evidence of Taylor Wimpey (Rule 6 Party, represented at 

the Inquiry) and Crest Strategic Projects Limited (Rule 6 Party, not represented 

but relying on its Rule 6 Statement).  The former has an interest in Ridgeway 

Farm, part of which is adjacent to the site on the north-west side of Purton 

Road.  The latter relates to an area known as Tadpole Farm, some distance 

from the site, and on the north-west side of the main Swindon urban area. 

22. As to Taylor Wimpey, it accepted the principle of the proposed development at 

Moredon Bridge.  It was concerned mainly that the proposed access to the 

Appeal site would be likely to adversely affect the delivery of its Ridgeway Farm 

intended development site.  Two matters follow.   

23. Firstly, the Highway Authority did not object to the Appeal development.  In so 

doing, it is reasonable to conclude that it would have been aware of the wider 
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context established by emerging policy and other studies, including their 

application to the site.  Secondly, Plan No. W251/23 submitted to the Inquiry 

indicates a further potential access to Purton Road on its north-west side for 

Ridgeway Farm, reflecting the appellant’s assessment of necessary separation 

distances.  While material, it is not before me in this Appeal, albeit representing 

one of a number of options to access Ridgeway Farm.  In response, Taylor 

Wimpey, following from its own highway advice, was not prepared to agree 

with the principle of an access it felt would prejudice delivery of its Ridgeway 

Farm site.  Crest recorded in its Statement that there was “… no objection to 

the principle of the appeal site being identified for residential development” but 

nonetheless shared the general concern of Taylor Wimpey. 

24. The Appeal scheme would represent only a limited proportion of the 

requirement for residential development to the west of Swindon and within 

North Wiltshire.  I consider that the majority residue would be able to be 

accommodated by an acceptable highway solution.  I have seen nothing that 

could lead me to a different view.  The evidence persuades me that the Appeal 

site access would not prejudice an acceptable access to the Ridgeway Farm site 

on its own.  It might affect an access that served The Pry through the 

Ridgeway Farm site but that is only one option for access to The Pry, and still 

possible, as Plan No. W251/23 shows.  As a result, bearing in mind all the 

matters raised here, I am not persuaded that allowing this appeal would result 

in unacceptable harm to the proper planning of highway infrastructure in the 

area.  The proposed access to the site would be acceptable, subject to a 

detailed condition. 

25. I have carefully assessed all the matters raised.  My conclusion on this main 

issue, bearing in mind the policy context, national planning guidance, the 

generally accepted suitability of the Appeal site and the need for housing land 

in this area, is that the proposal would not be premature development. 

 Second Main Issue:  Character and Appearance of the Countryside 

26. This reflects Reason for Refusal 1.  The site is within the countryside, as 

defined in the North Wiltshire Local Plan, and outside any defined framework 

boundary.  Policy H4 is a permissive policy that would permit new dwellings in 

the countryside essential to the needs of agriculture or forestry or as a 

replacement dwelling.  The proposal is clearly neither.   

27. The site boundaries are, overall, well defined.  The site forms part of an 

extensive area of countryside about this part of the Swindon urban area.   It is 

at a point where it narrows, with built development at Sparcells to the south-

west, beyond an operational railway line, and at Pembroke Park to the north-

east.  The site displays countryside features of fields and hedgerows.  I spent 

some considerable time in the vicinity of the site – together with an extensive 

formal Visit – assessing the nature of the development and its relationship to 

this area of countryside that includes Mouldon Hill Country Park adjacent.  The 

appellant’s landscape assessment, taking into account the Illustrative Concept 

Plan, is that the proposed development would be relatively unobtrusively 

located.  I come to a different conclusion.  New housing in this area of 

countryside, even though leaving much of the Appeal site undeveloped, would 

be visible from Purton Road, at various points from a former railway line 

generally to the north of the site and from elevated land at the edge of the 



Appeal Decision:  APP/J3910/A/08/2082566 

 

 

 

6 

Pembroke Park development.  A visually intrusive and discordant development 

would arise.  The resulting urbanizing effect would conflict with the aims of the 

LP.   

28. Nonetheless, the additional housing requirement resulting from the ERSS, and 

indeed from the SP, would require a large area of land hereabouts presently 

defined as countryside in the LP.  The implication of this is that a substantial 

change in the countryside to the west of Swindon and within North Wiltshire 

will occur.  This general area will become built-up.  What would appear, now, to 

be an intrusion into the countryside would not appear so in years to come as a 

result of the scale of development being required.  Accordingly, my conclusion 

on this main issue is that, while the proposal would adversely affect the 

character and appearance of the countryside in the vicinity of the site, it would 

be a short-term effect, only until such time as neighbouring areas already 

identified as the preferred option for the westerly expansion of the Swindon 

PUA become developed.  I therefore find no basis in this main issue to dismiss 

the Appeal. 

 Third Main Issue:  Design Approach 

29. Reason for Refusal 5 says that there is insufficient detail on the urban design 

philosophy of the proposal.  Evidence was mainly given by SBC.  On this outline 

application, with only means of access before me, the appellant submitted as 

part of the application a Planning Design and Access Statement.  Generally, the 

overall emphasis of this document is on the policy context relating to the site.  

Part of the application documentation was, however, the Illustrative Concept 

Plan, while a Development Brief added to the design intentions. 

30. The submitted planning application at its Section 18 indicated the intended mix 

of housing development proposed on the site, including affordable housing.  

The Concept Plan showed the intended overall layout of the various elements of 

the proposal.  SBC confirmed that as acceptable, with which I agree.  Built 

development would be to the south-west of the site and away from overhead 

power-lines to the north-east that are within the site.  Adjacent to the built 

development would be play provision, with an area of existing retained 

grassland to the south-east and public open space to the north-east.  I give 

some weight to the retention of this area as open land.  I also give weight to 

the willingness of the appellant to accept by planning condition a requirement 

for what I shall describe as a Design Master Plan to be approved in writing by 

the local planning authority.   

31. Notwithstanding the above, the opposing view was that these matters were 

insufficient on this outline application to address the design implications of the 

proposal.  I am not persuaded, even having taking into account the references 

by SBC to national planning guidance.  In my view, even if the Design and 

Access Statement is limited, the appellant has reasonably addressed in it and 

other documentation the interface between an outline application and the 

detailed design matters reserved for subsequent approval. 

32. On this Reason for Refusal, the Development Plan policy referred to is C3 of the 

LP, a Development Control Core Policy therein.  It, again, is a permissive policy 

subject to criteria on, relevant here, the character and quality of the area, the 

sustainability of the location and the means of access.  Taking into account my 
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conclusions on the two main issues above, the Statement of Common Ground, 

what I say below about sustainability (paragraphs 34-36) and the Unilateral 

Undertaking (paragraphs 37-43 below), together with justified conditions that I 

would be able to impose on any planning permission, my conclusion is that the 

proposal would not conflict with the intent of the policy.  Here, while the 

majority of the site is in North Wiltshire, I have also taken into account similar 

policy references by SBC to its Swindon Borough Local Plan (2011);  they do 

not seek anything materially different.  Bearing in mind the outline nature of 

the application, and for the reasons given above, my view is that the overall 

design approach of the proposal would be acceptable in its context. 

33. As a result, my conclusion on the third main issue is that the proposal would 

not represent an unacceptable design approach and would not conflict with the 

Local Plans. 

Other Considerations 

Sustainability 

34. While there is a justifiable need for a substantial increase in residential 

development to the west of Swindon and in North Wiltshire, it would not be 

able to be accommodated on previously-developed land.  The appellant 

submitted an assessment of the relationship of the Appeal site to local services, 

including existing bus services at the time of the survey.  They offered a 

number of destinations.  I visited local service provision.  I consider that the 

proposal would represent an acceptably sustainable location.  It would 

encourage travel by means other than by the private car and generally 

consistent with the thrust of national planning guidance in PPG13: Transport.  

Here, I see that the Inspector’s Report on the LP came to a similar overall 

conclusion on this site.  The appellant also submitted a Travel Plan, again 

reflecting PPG13. 

35.Two further matters arose at the Inquiry.  Firstly, the appellant conceded that 

since its survey there would be likely to be a reduction in bus services serving 

the site, reflecting viability concerns.  That does not, however, override my 

generally supportive view of the development in this respect – not least as it 

appears to me that the presence of the occupants of approximately 200 

dwellings at the site would support the use of bus services.  That is given 

further weight by the likelihood that there would also be a substantial 

additional dwelling presence in the vicinity of the site following finalization of 

the Regional Spatial Strategy.  The future planning of bus services would be 

likely to reflect that. 

36. Secondly, the Vice-Chairman of the Purton Parish Council gave evidence.  

Amongst other matters dealt with elsewhere in my Decision, he expressed 

concern at the likely risks to pedestrians, including school children, accessing 

services and schools – including the absence of a footpath on the south-east 

side of Purton Road adjacent to the site.  The application site includes, 

however, land outside the appellant’s ownership but subject of local authority 

control.  There, it proposes improvements in this respect.  A footway/cycle way 

on Purton Road would be established.  The Highway Authority has no objection 

to that in principle.  Further, other than by private car, the appellant submitted 
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evidence indicating reasonable routes to, and from, local services and schools. 

I saw those at my visits and find them acceptable. 

The Unilateral Undertaking 

37. The Undertaking addresses a range of matters and in response, largely, to the 

requirements of SBC in its Development Control Guidance Note (DCGN) on 

Development Contributions, which was adopted in September 2006 and thus 

attracts significant weight.  At the Inquiry, the Undertaking was the subject of 

concern by SBC, whose overall approach on contributions is - in my opinion - 

soundly based.  Its genesis reflects the potential effect on services arising from 

the intent of emerging planning policy to secure major residential expansion 

around the Borough as a whole. 

38. While there was dispute at the Inquiry as to what contributions should be 

made, the Undertaking corresponds very closely in almost all aspects to what is 

set out in the DCGN.  On my analysis, the main differences between SBC and 

the appellant appear to be in respect of education, open space, the bus subsidy 

and highways.   

39. On education, the Undertaking provides for what the DCGN requires.  The 

DCGN applies to SBC’s area whereas the Appeal site is in North Wiltshire and is 

based on housing requirements up to 2011, not further ahead.  Nonetheless, it 

is the extant guidance and there is nothing cogent before me to explain why 

provision in North Wiltshire and for the period beyond 2011, when very many 

more dwellings will be required, should cause the amounts sought at the 

Inquiry to be so substantially higher (roughly 40% for primary and 100% for 

secondary education). 

40. On open space, I am confident that the appropriate play facilities can be 

provided on-site as part of the detailed design, making the contributions for 

those sought by SBC unnecessary. 

41. The bus services in question are already running, having been introduced in 

relation to earlier development.  They serve a fairly large population, in my 

view making subsidy of their entire costs for five years an unreasonable burden 

on the Appeal proposal.  It is clear how the appellant has calculated its 

contribution, which I find acceptable in the circumstances.   

42. The Appeal proposal does not depend on construction of the Purton-Iffley Link, 

making it inappropriate to seek a contribution to the cost of its provision 

bearing in mind the guidance in Circular 05/2005.  In future, however, the 

development would benefit from the road being there, justifying a contribution 

in broad terms to what might be gained by comprehensive planning of the 

area.  I find what is offered entirely reasonable, being in accordance with the 

2008 draft Development Guidance Note on Developer Contributions for 

Transport Infrastructure and Services.  That draft is specifically to do with 

transportation matters but its form is consistent with the adopted DCGN on 

development contributions.   

43. Summing up, I do not find that the differences between the contributions 

offered and sought raise a compelling objection to the proposal.  Overall, my 

judgement is to give weight to the Undertaking in this Appeal. 
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Overall Conclusion  

44. On the first main issue, the need for housing land and the identification of the 

area as an appropriate one for the westerly expansion of Swindon weigh in 

favour of the Appeal proposal.  In that context, the small number of dwellings 

compared with the SP and ERSS housing requirements would not prejudice the 

comprehensive planning of the area, bearing in mind that there is no highways 

objection and proposed roads are not needed to serve the development.  While 

there would be substantial change in the countryside to the west of Swindon 

and within North Wiltshire as a result of the development, this general area will 

become more built-up in years to come as a result of the likely overall scale of 

development required, making my initial concern on the second main issue of 

limited weight.  And, on the third main issue and subject to conditions, there is 

nothing to suggest an inappropriate design for the development.  Overall, my 

assessment is that the proposed development is acceptable. 

Conditions 

45. An agreed list of conditions was discussed at the Inquiry, covering the matters 

accepted by the main parties as being relevant to the development and 

commented on by Dr Pagett.  Generally, though I shall amend some for clarity 

or in line with the guidance in Circular 11/95, all are both reasonable and 

necessary to secure an appropriate quality of development.  I shall impose 

further conditions requiring additional details of the access to the site, 

improvements to walking/cycling routes and the boundary treatment at the 

development.  Also, the landscaping reserved matter is capable of being 

amplified at this stage. 

Other Matters 

46. I have taken into account all those raised.  These include a number of Appeal 

Decisions referred to by the main parties.  All have been considered.  

I, however, have to determine the case before me in the light of its specific 

circumstances.  All third party representations relating to Reasons for Refusal 

3, 4, 6 and 7 have been considered and where I concur with the view of NWDC 

as reported above.  None of these matters, or any others raised, outweigh my 

overall conclusion that the Appeal should be allowed. 

 

Peter F DaviesPeter F DaviesPeter F DaviesPeter F Davies    

INSPECTOR 
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DOCUMENTS 

 
1 Bundle of two documents, Unilateral Undertaking.  The first, “tracked” changes 

necessary following discussion of the Undertaking at the Inquiry.  The second, an 
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2 Executed version of the Unilateral Undertaking submitted by the appellant 

3 Table:  Wiltshire and Swindon Structure Plan:  Five year Supply, submitted by 
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6 Plan No W251/23:  Possible Access Arrangements, submitted by Mr Clarkson 

7 Letter from the Chair of the Regional Planning Group, South West Regional 
Assembly, to Executive Members for Planning, not dated, submitted by Mr Powell 

8 Letter from the Planning Inspectorate to Chief Planning Officers (England):  Planning 

Appeals and Design and Access Statements, dated 14 September 2007, submitted 
by Mr Powell 

9 Summary Table for North Wiltshire: Five Year Supply of Housing Land (figures 
calculated from 01-04-07), submitted by Mr Powell 

10 Wiltshire Council:  Report to the Implementation Executive, dated 10 December 
2008, submitted by Mr Powell 

11 Wiltshire Council:  Report to the Local Development Framework Member Group, 
dated 2 February 2009, together with its Draft Minutes submitted by Mr Powell 

12 Wiltshire Council/Swindon Borough Council Joint Study:  West of Swindon Study 

Update:  Consultation, submitted by Mr Powell 
13 Developer Contributions to Public Realm and Improvements in Swindon’s Central 

Area:  Adopted Development Control Guidance Note, submitted by Mr Jones 
14 Tables: Swindon Borough: Components of 5 year land supply, submitted by Mr Jones  

15 Table, Moredon Bridge Appeal – Education Figures, submitted by Mr Jones 
16 Letter from Miss Screen (SBC) to the Emery Planning Partnership, dated 13 February 

2009, submitted by Mr Jones 
17 Summary Statement of Mr Durrant 

18 Housing Delivery Programme for the Swindon Area, Regional Spatial Strategy, Public 

Examination Spring 2007, DPDS Consulting, Background Paper 1, submitted by Mr 
Durrant. 

19 Letter from Mr Durrant to Swindon Borough Council (Ms Screen), dated 
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21 Statement of Dr Pagett 
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SCHEDULE:  CONDITIONS:  APP/J3910/A/08/2082566 

1) Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale, (hereinafter called "the 

reserved matters") shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning 
authority before any development begins.  The development shall be carried out as 

approved. 

2) Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local planning 

authority not later than three years from the date of this permission. 

3) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than two years from the date 
of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved. 

4) A Design Master Plan for the development of the whole site shall be submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the local planning authority.  The Plan shall be submitted to the 

local planning authority no later than the first submission for approval of any of the 
reserved matters.  The Plan shall include: 

* the arrangement of street blocks; 

* the finished floor levels of buildings and levels across the site; 

* the overall level and location of car parking at the site; 

* surfacing materials; 

* the density and mix of dwellings ; 

* the location of affordable housing; 

* building heights and massing; 

* the external facing materials of any buildings to be erected; 

* the means of enclosure of dwelling curtilages; 

* the format of the public realm, including all routes and spaces and the location of 
children’s play areas;  and 

* all areas of open space available to the public, including their function; 

Development shall be in accordance with the approved Plan. 

5) Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, details of the 

proposed provision of open space and play space shall be submitted to, and approved 
in writing by, the local planning authority.  Development shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved details and such space shall be established before no 
more than 30% of the approved dwellings are occupied. 

6) Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, updated habitat and 
species surveys shall be submitted to the local planning authority in order to ensure 

that any reserved matter application and the management plan required by condition 

7) below is based on the most recent information.  

7) Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, details of a 

management plan to secure the protection and enhancement of the Bradley’s Meadow 
and Moredon Copse Sites of Nature Conservation Importance, together with the River 

Ray and Lydiard Brook, shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local 
planning authority.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 

details.  

8) The details of landscaping required by Condition 1 above shall include the following:  

 * indications of all existing trees and hedgerows on the land, and details of any to be 

retained, together with measures for their protection in the course of development;  

 * proposed finished levels or contours; 

 * planting plans;  

 * site boundary treatment; 
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* written specifications (including cultivation and other operations associated with 

plant and grass establishment);  

* schedules of plants, noting species, plant sizes and proposed numbers/densities 
where appropriate;  

* an implementation programme;  and 

* a schedule of maintenance for a minimum period of five years. 

Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

9) Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, full details of the 

access to Purton Road shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local 
planning authority.  These shall include the geometry, visibility splays, construction 

specification and finished surface materials.  Development shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved details. 

10) The development hereby permitted shall not commence until details of improvements 

to the walking and cycling routes to and on the existing highway network, including a 
programme for the implementation of the works, have been submitted to, and 

approved in writing by, the local planning authority.  Development shall be carried out 
in accordance with the approved details. 

11) Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, details of the 
construction of internal roads shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 

local planning authority.  Those details shall include plans and sections that indicate 

their design, layout, levels, gradients and sewers.  Development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. 

12) No development shall take place within the application site until the applicant, or its 
agents or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a programme of 

archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of investigation which has 
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. 

13) No dwelling shall be occupied until the garaging, parking space, visitor parking 
provision and the access roads serving that dwelling, have been provided at least to 

base course level.  Garaging and parking shall thereafter be retained for that purpose. 

14) The development hereby permitted shall not commence until a detailed Travel Plan, 
reflecting the intentions of that dated November 2008, including a programme for its 

continuing implementation, has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the 
local planning authority.  The Travel Plan shall be implemented as approved.   

15) No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement has been 
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The approved 

Statement shall be adhered to throughout the construction period.  The Statement 
shall provide for: 

i) the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; 

ii) loading and unloading of plant and materials; 

iii) storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development; 

iv) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding; 

v) wheel washing facilities in order to prevent the deposition of mud on adjacent 

highways; 

vi) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction; 

vii) a scheme for recycling/disposing of any waste resulting from construction works;  
and 

viii) measures to protect the Bradley’s Meadow and Moredon Copse Sites of Nature 

Conservation Importance, together with the River Ray and Lydiard Brook. 

16) Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, a noise impact 

assessment shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning 
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authority.  The assessment shall address the potential impact of the operational railway 

line adjacent to the south-west boundary of the site on the living conditions of the 

occupants of the permitted dwellings and provide details of any required mitigation.  
The mitigation required for any dwelling shall be completed in accordance with the 

approved measures before that dwelling is first occupied. 

17) Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, details of the means 

of disposal of surface water and foul sewage shall be submitted to, and approved in 
writing by, the local planning authority.  Development shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved details.  

 

 

 

 


