
SMPC Response to the HHT Strategic Design Code Feb 2022 

 

Overall, SMPC is impressed with the vision detailed in this document and can see how it can 

‘restrain’ unwanted aspects of development in future piecemeal applications.  We appreciate 

the multiple plans and layouts, which give a good idea of the concepts, and this has enabled 

us to suggest areas where we would consider improvements should be made to address 

either local and neighbourhood plan policies and the existing context. 

We note the application letter states that a series of collaborative workshops and 

discussions with SBC officers took place between October and December 2021, to inform 

the scope and content of the document.  We had been led to believe there would be 

opportunities for residents to also have significant input into the Strategic Design Code.  In 

fact, our Neighbourhood Plan Policy 2 on Design specifically requires a Design Code to be 

‘subject to community consultation’.   Since parish councillors themselves have had varying 

degrees of trouble getting to grips with the 125-page document, it is unlikely that much 

effective public consultation is now possible within the timescale of decision-making.  We are 

keen that a full information event to inform and get input from the wider village can happen 

before final conclusions are reached.  

We note that the South Marston Village Neighbourhood Plan is acknowledged in the Policy 

Context text but omitted from the list of ‘Relevant Guidance’ and lists of Key Principles, 

which we feel is unfortunate as it was developed in tandem with the HHT plans. 

We look forward to the promised dialogue with developers and Borough Officers, but for 

clarity, we are currently submitting an overall objection to these proposals for the reasons set 

out herein. 

At the end of this response, we have a list of small errors to be corrected.  Our main 

response revolves around a number of topics: 

 

Aspirations for green infrastructure and public open space 

We appreciate the degree of greenery, and the overall concept layouts for green 

infrastructure with its meandering pathways and diversity of surroundings. The major benefit 

that will accrue is the drainage of the land, which will enable enjoyment of land that is 

currently difficult in wet seasons.  

  

However, in our view, the photos and plans indicate a dominance of  urban parkland, not 

rural landscape, and as such would be contrary to  Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan 

policies which promote biodiversity and retention of the ‘rural feel’ e.g.  paragraph 20.12 of 

the Neighbourhood Plan:  The proposals for green infrastructure in this Neighbourhood Plan 

will contribute to retaining the ‘rural feel’ of the village which has been strongly supported 

throughout the various consultations undertaken within the community.  

 

Furthermore, it doesn’t appear to meet current national aspirations for re-wilding and 

sustainable use of the landscape which we believe should explicitly be noted in the Key 

Principles of GI at P30. 



Finally, a parkland landscape as shown in the photos, is maintenance heavy, which is 

expensive, intrusive and carbon producing, again contrary to current and emerging Local 

Plan policy.  Current Parish Council practice is to for regular cutting of formal areas, such as 

the Recreation Ground and 1-metre strips on either side of principle footpaths.  We maintain 

other green infrastructure on a stewardship basis, both where it is land in our ownership or 

by arrangement at Oxleaze Wood for the Borough and St. Julian’s Wood for Wiltshire 

Wildlife Trust. 

Notwithstanding these comments, we note the reference to developing hay and wildflower 

meadows as well as wetland habitats in the South Marston area, and it may well be the 

intention to create a more natural rural feel in much of the open space.  Our concern is that 

this is not explicit in the Key Principles and the photo-montages and cross-sections show 

more closely managed grassland throughout. 

We are also concerned that the play/open space areas boarding NG Wood do not show any 

fencing detail. This will likely lead to unofficial cycle routes being created into the woodland 

leading to damage to habitat etc. 

We look forward to this discussion! 

South Marston Parish Council also provide and empty dog bins throughout the village and in 

Nightingale Wood. Whilst unglamorous, this is a vital provision.  In practice, dog walking will 

be a major use of the HHT GI we suggest that a dog poo and general litter bin strategy 

should feature as an integral part of this document.  Both dog waste and rubbish bins must 

be located to allow easy access and collection from motorised vehicles. 

We are also interested in discussing the extent to which green space can be allocated to 

’green uses’ that might require particular areas to be fenced off.  Examples might be bee-

keeping, hayfields or horsiculture (particularly given the history of equestrian uses in the 

village). The current use as turf fields is not objected to. 

South Marston Country Park 

(p54) Include and enhance the existing pond in the SW corner of the Expanded Recreation 

Field (which we refer to as the new Village Centre) as both a landscape and SUDS feature. 

 

Bridleway Routes  

Bridleways may be used by horse riders, cyclists and pedestrians but horses cannot use 

cycleways alongside public roads. Horses can be ridden on cycle tracks except where there 

are prohibiting signs, although the Highway Code advises against it.  It may be beneficial for 

them to e.g. cross the new railway bridge to go south to the rest of the NEV, but not good, 

for instance, on the Village Centre. Also whilst horse riding routes are desirable, surfaces for 

horses are best as a soft surface, otherwise hooves cause considerable damage to tarmac 

surfaces.  

The Baseline Assessment (p32) and Mobility (p68) sections show designated bridleways, 

but this fails to demonstrate equestrian routes that, at points, share public roads (Nightingale 

Lane, Rowborough Lane, Morses Lane/Thornhill Rd). There may be other similar issues with 

Bridleway 1 at Rowborough.   In particular, there are key crossing points for horses on some 

of the new roads.   Note p74 re traffic crossing a bridleway – we consider this should say 



‘bridleway route’, which would identify locations not currently designated as a bridleway, but 

which form an established and legitimate route for horses.   

(p78) Design of Streets mentions shared surface crossings for off-road ROW, but there is no 

mention of priority given to non-motorised traffic, despite one diagram showing a ‘give way’ 

sign marked on the road.  We expect priority on Secondary streets to be given to non-

motorised traffic, and for this to be the case on Primary streets unless there is good reason 

why not. 

Old Vicarage Lane 

The plans for the rights of way to the south and southwest of the existing OVL/Rowborough 

Lane junction appear to have a speed reducing function, which we welcome. We do not fully 

understand the PROWs in this area and how safe road crossing will be achieved.  

Is a short stretch of OVL redundant and might it have a recreation value e.g. skateboarding? 

 

Sports Hub provision at South Marston   

We had been given the clear understanding that he original ‘Sports Hub’ proposal for the 

Village Centre has been superseded by the DLA Village Centre Design Brief that was 

commissioned by the Borough and agreed with the community.  If yes, then much of the 

following falls away.  If no, then we make clear our continued opposition to two full size 

football pitches in addition to the retained Youth pitch on the existing Recreation Ground. In 

any event, we expect the whole area to be drained to the same standard. We note the 

absence of any cricket provision on the drawing.  

The provision of a second full size soccer pitch was originally a Sport England requirement 

for the NEV overall. Following discussion, a Sport England email to the Planning Officer 

dated 9th February 2022 includes a plan designating the extended Recreation Ground as 

“Area for community use and sports provision” and makes no objection. It also quotes an 

assurance from the NEV team that “the expected replacement playing fields are due to take 

place by 2025” and is subject to “a community use agreement for the schools playing fields, 

car parking and access to toilets “  

We have noted previously that the phasing provisions for the pitches are out of line with 

those of the Village Hall construction, which includes the changing facility, car park and 

toilets. We look forward to hearing from you with satisfactory plans to provide these facilities 

in the light of the Sport England email. 

If it is not accepted that the SDC will adopt the Design Brief proposals, then we repeat our 

determined opposition to a second full size pitch in addition to the retained Junior pitch. 

As currently drafted, the SDC designation of “Sports Hub” requires standalone change 

facilities and car parking and is not consistent with the South Marston Village Centre Design 

Brief and all previous plans and proposals, which anticipated integration with the new Hall.   

The South Marston Village Centre has never been considered to contain the equivalent of 

the other NEV Sports Hubs. It conflicts with the Play England policy quoted at 5.11.13. and 

our Neighbourhood Plan.   



We ask that it be given a ‘Community Use and Sports” designation on the plan in place of 

‘Sports Hub’.  We expect it to be drained and prepared to the same standard as if for sports 

pitches, and to include a cricket square, which is absent from the SDC plan. 

Rowborough Community Centre and Sports Hub 

The separation of these facilities seems sensible and will enable separate identities to 

develop.  A concern is that another rugby club may not be viable, or at the least be in 

unhealthy conflict with the established Supermarine facility, less than 2 miles away. 

 

 

The Morses Lane superjunction (misnamed ‘Sandy Lane’)    

We are very unsure about the arrangements at the ‘superjunction’ of the primary and the 

secondary roads superimposed on existing ROW  (P68:Mobility et al).  In a very narrow 

area, three roads with adjacent footways cross two stretches of a bridleway route as well as 

three off-road footpaths.  A key issue will be which traffic has priority on the secondary road 

crossing, bearing in mind horses are involved.  There may be some opportunity for 

rationalising the pedestrian routes alongside the Secondary street to reduce space 

requirements.  

 

Most of the problems with this layout would be overcome if the opportunity was taken to 

explore access from the ‘loop road’ north of Manor Farm through to Thornhill Road via 

Oxleaze Farm.  This is, and always has been, our preferred solution and we would want to 

see that possibility, at the very least, positively enabled by this Strategic Design Code. 

We consider the current plans to indicate a complex and potentially dangerous junction  

 

Land Use and Built Form (P100)  

 Our Neighbourhood Plan policy NP1 on integration requires connectivity between all 

development parcels.  Land Use and Built Form (P100) principles should require 

‘connectivity’ with neighbouring sites where development could otherwise be ‘quarantined’ 

by lack of connection with roads and other infrastructure.  The Manor Farm complex and 

Oxleaze Farm are prime examples, but there may be others.  On the same principle, 

provision should be made for a link from the development plot south of the Bellway site 

across Bridleway 4, to match the footpath provision already made in the design of the 

Bellway development.   

 

Character Areas (P114)   

We do object to some of the names chosen for these.  ‘Village Centre’ is meaningless as this 

is the name for the public facilities to the north; we would prefer ‘Fairthorne’ to reflect the 

name of three cottages that used to stand in this location until the mid-1900s.  We strongly 

advise against the use of ‘Manor Green’ (P116) to avoid confusion with multiple other 

existing ‘Manor’ destinations in SM village, accessed by every one of the existing village 

roads).    Consider ‘Thornhill’ instead.  We suggest that each of the character areas codes 



includes the requirement for connectivity of accesses and infrastructure to adjacent sites 

outside the red line, as discussed above. 

 

Further points: 

• Relevant Guidance and Key Principles (P4, P8, P26) should include the revisions 

to Swindon Local Plan and our Neighbourhood Plan.    We note that the Local Plan 

revisions are included in terms of land characteristics, but no reference is made to 

other revisions to policy. 

• The main drainage ‘channel/swale’ from the pond at the back of Manor Park is 

unclear on this map (p24), but the plan on page 54 for ‘South Marston Country Park’, 

shows multiple swales and wetlands down the eastern ‘green wedge’.  We would 

prefer a plan in this document for this channel along its full length.   Also, there is no 

plan that appears to identify all field boundary ditches.  Some run through the 

development plots and play a part in draining upstream land not within the red line.  

Others run through areas outside the red line, and their efficacy may be affected by 

development taking place downstream. 

• Allotments (p66) the 2.4 metre fence will be deer proof. Could it also be made rabbit 

proof, please? This is proposed in the emerging Local Plan 2036. 

• We cannot see the entrance/car park to Nightingale Wood from Rowborough, 

which was previously agreed. 

• We note the description of Primary Streets, where 20 mph limits will be placed within 

built-up areas (P78).  We cannot see explicit reference to 20 mph limits to be placed 

on Secondary or Tertiary streets, nor on existing roads.  You will recall that we are 

pressing for a 20mph zone centred on Pound Corner and other speed restrictions on 

what are currently the village approaches from the A420.  

• We note that the build is scheduled for a 12-year period.  We have not fully 

understood the phasing of the landscaping and responsibility for delivery within this 

overall timeframe. 

 

Errata 

• P12:  What is the ‘SWDC’- presume this is the same as the SDC 

• P24: Route of Footpath 15 through South Marston Farm is shown incorrectly   

• P36: notation of Bridleway 4 north of the Leaze appears to show this continuing 

northward into the expanded Rec  along route of Fpath 3  

• P54/p55 shows 4 landscape parcels.  However, the legend is in common yet not 

consistent (eg 2= Sports hub) 

• P68 and others, both text and on plans: ‘Sandy Lane’ doesn’t exist – its either 

Morses Lane or the Leaze  

• P70/71SM Brook Parkland p49 implied as dedicated  cycleway through the POS,  yet 

plan p70/71 seems to show pedestrian or at best shared cycle route 



• P92: Oxleaze Gateway.  Delete all mention of Sandy Lane.  6.9.2 and 6.9.4: There is 

vehicle access from ‘Sandy Lane’/Morses Lane to Southview Cottages only, not 

vehicle traffic to Manor Farm.   

• P107 SM Community Hub: ‘accessed via OVL through other developments’ should 

be ‘via Magdalene Close’.  There will be no access from OVL itself.  ‘Or provided 

within the existing red edge boundary’ – ‘or’ should be ‘and’. 

 


