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1.0 Executive Summary 
 
1.1 This Housing Topic Paper serves to explain the origin of the overall housing provision 

sought for the District and its distribution amongst settlements.  The overall provision 
finally being sought is in Policy SS4 and its distribution in Policy SS5 as set out in the 
Council‟s Proposed Amendments to Proposed Submission South Somerset Local 
Plan 2006 – 2028 (PSSSLP Submitted Document 13). 

 
1.2 The considerations, recommendations and resolutions of the Project Management 

Board (the District Executive appointed sub group charged with overall production of 
the Local Plan), Council Committees and Full Council is set out in chronological 
order.   

 
1.3 The methodology for determining overall housing provision and the key factors 

determining its distribution are presented.  The Council‟s efforts to ensure that there 
is balance between job provision and dwelling provision for sustainability reasons are 
shown and the Council‟s consideration of its Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessments and emerging Housing Trajectory is shown to demonstrate that the 
provision is deliverable.  Various appendices illustrating the methodologies used and 
key factors considered are appended. 

 
1.4 The Council adopted a methodology to establish an overall housing requirement 

derived from Consultant‟s commissioned to provide a housing provision figure based 
on current and local economic, population and household projections for South 
Somerset.  This was commissioned following publication of the Draft Core Strategy 
(incorporating Preferred Options) and the Government‟s intention to abolish the 
Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West. 

 
1.5 Household, population and local economic projections produced by the Consultants 

in their “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” report have 

established a range for housing requirement.  Consideration of affordable housing 
requirement, environmental capacity, empty homes and housing delivery served to 
inform the range of provision and final choice.  Economic projections were 
considered prime factors in making a housing requirement choice within the range of 
provision emerging from the Consultant‟s methodology.  The Council have modified 

the report‟s findings over time to account for  
 Later Local Plan end date 
 Revision of Yeovil‟s anticipated share of jobs and therefore dwellings 
 Assumptions relating to future self-employed numbers 
 Allowance for people with two jobs but requiring only one home 
 Adoption of a midpoint between economic scenarios 
 Assumption relating to non private households 

The Council have also updated the methodology twice to account of new data 
emerging from the Business Register Employment Survey (jobs) and the population 
projections from the Office of National Statistics. 
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1.6 The Council have undertaken Sustainability Appraisal of emerging figures to inform 
the final housing provision choice and have taken account of the MOD‟s 

announcement of the need for service personnel housing outside the Yeovilton base.   
 
1.7 A provision of 15,950 dwellings is now presented in Policy SS4 in the Council‟s 

Proposed Amendments to the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan 
2006 - 2028. 

 
1.8 The distribution of housing provision is set out in Policy SS5 in the Council‟s 

Proposed Amendments to the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan 
2006 – 2028.  Once the overall scale of growth had been determined the distribution 
was finalised by the application of the following key factors, in an iterative process, 
informed and influenced by consideration of representations on the Local Plan 
throughout its progress: 
 Sustainability Appraisal of distribution options (concentrated, dispersed and 

balanced growth amongst the District‟s settlements excluding Yeovil; and the 

proportion of development at Yeovil and elsewhere, ranging from 25% of district-
wide development at Yeovil, to 75%), 

 Balance of jobs with homes, 
 Settlement hierarchy,  
 Land availability (demonstrated by Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment); and 
 Local (settlement based) factors including: 

 Economic performance of settlements, 
 Size and self-containment, 
 Existing saved Local Plan proposals, 
 Indicative growth appropriate for settlement types, 
 Need to assimilate past growth (Wincanton), 
 Environmental/archaeological and flooding constraints, 
 Policy aspirations for Rural Settlements, 
 Existing Commitments; and  
 Market Delivery as exemplified by the Housing Trajectory 
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2.0  Introduction  

 
2.1 The purpose of this Topic Paper is to explain in greater detail than is appropriate in 

the Local Plan how the District‟s overall housing provision and the distribution of that 
provision by settlement was established.  

 
2.2 The focus of the paper is an explanation of how the District Council‟s Proposed 

Changes to the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan (PSSSLP) Policies 
SS4: District Wide Housing Provision and SS5:  Delivering New Housing Growth 
have been derived in their final form as set out in the report to Full Council on 17th 
January 2013 (shown in appendix 1 (annex 1) of PSSSLP Submitted Document 13).   

 
2.3 This paper first sets out the chronology of the emergence of these two policies, 

identifying the timeline for the sequence of changes made to the policies with 
reasons why.  It then seeks to explain some of the more detailed issues surrounding 
housing growth and distribution and emerging from evidence and representations 
and how these have influenced policy, namely: 

 the methodology for determining the overall district housing requirement and 
provision; 

 the rationale for distributing growth amongst settlements; 
 the approach taken to balancing jobs and homes, and 
 how the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and Housing 

Trajectory have been used to determining housing provision. 
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3.0 Chronology of Policy Evolution 
 
3.1 The District Council‟s Proposed Amendments to the Proposed Submission South 

Somerset Local Plan (PSSSLP) includes amendments that replace PSSSLP Policy 
SS4: District Wide Housing Provision and Policy SS5: Delivering New Housing 
Growth and the relevant supporting text.  The table below summaries the changes 
made to the overall scale of growth and its distribution through the Local Plan 
process.  The following section presents in more detail the relevant evidence base 
and the updating taken by the Council to illustrate and support the Council‟s position 

on submission.  All the detailed reports are contained in the evidence base.  
 
3.2 The table below summarises the chronology detailed in this chapter for general 

reference. 
 
Document/Meeting/Workshop Scale of Growth Brief Explanation 
Issues and Options 
(March 2008) 
 
 

 19,700 dwellings 
District-wide  

 11,400 dwellings to 
Yeovil including a 5,000 
Yeovil Urban Extension 

 
Formally consulted upon 
 

Draft Regional Spatial 
Strategy figures 

Draft Core Strategy 
(incorporating Preferred 
Options) (October 2010) 
 
 

 16,600 dwellings 
District-wide 

 8,200 dwellings to 
Yeovil including a 3,700 
Yeovil Urban Extension  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Formally consulted upon 

Recommended by Area 
Committees and supported 
at District Executive and 
Full Council. 
 
Reflects work 
commissioned by the 
Somerset Councils to 
establish an appropriate 
scale of growth for the draft 
RSS figures and used to 
support the Councils 
position going to the draft 
RSS Examination in Public. 
 
3,700 urban extension 
consequential reduction, 
following Sustainability 
Appraisal and urban 
capacity update in light of 
reduction in overall scale of 
growth. 

Housing Requirement for South 
Somerset and Yeovil (January 
2011) commissioned from 
consultants 
 
 

 16,000 dwellings 
District-wide 

 50% of growth to Yeovil 
(8,000 dwellings) 

 
Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 
 

Evidence base specifically 
produced to replace the 
work presenting the 
Council‟s position in the 
draft RSS Examination in 
Public.   

Project Management Board 
Workshop 1 (26th May 2011) 

 16,000 to 2026 and 
17,200 dwellings 

Figure from the “Housing 
Requirement for South 
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District-wide to 2028 
 50% of growth to Yeovil 

(8,600 dwellings) 
 Distribution of growth 

agreed as below: 
 

Yeovil 8,600 
Chard 2,431 
Crewkerne 1028 
Ilminster 531 
Wincanton 703 
Somerton 400 
Castle Cary/ 
Ansford 

400 

Langport/Huish 
Episcopi 

400 

Bruton 217 
Ilchester 151 
Martock 246 
Milborne Port 299 
South 
Petherton 

245 

Stoke Sub 
Hamdon 

55 

Rural 
Settlements 

2400 

 
Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 

Somerset and Yeovil” 
evidence base report 
updated to account for an 
additional 2 years added to 
the Plan period. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 2 (7th June 2011) 

No discussion of scale of growth or distribution of housing. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 3 (14th June 2011) 
 

 17,200 dwellings 
District-wide  

 50% of growth to Yeovil 
(8,600 dwellings) with 
including a 3,400 
dwelling Urban 
Extension 
 

Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 
 

3,400 dwelling Urban 
Extension to be reviewed 
for next PMB in light of 
review of windfall provision 
and capacity for housing 
within Yeovil‟s urban frame. 
 
Sustainability Appraisal of 
50:50 split discussed and 
recommendation to retain 
50% to Yeovil based on 
economic growth agreed. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 4 (5th July 2011) 
 

 17,200 dwellings 
District-wide  

 50% of growth to Yeovil 
(8,600 dwellings) with 
including a 2,500 
dwelling Urban 
Extension 

 
Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 
 

Amendment to urban 
extension as a result of 
updating of the urban 
capacity of Yeovil. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 5 (11th July 2011) 
 

No discussion of scale of growth or distribution of housing. 
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Project Management Board 
Workshop 6 (13th September 
2011) 
 

 
No change - 17,200 dwellings District-wide  
 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 7 (14th September 
2011) 
 

Sustainability Appraisal of growth proposed discussed in 
light of representations received. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 8 (29th September 
2011) 
 

No discussion of scale of growth or distribution of housing. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 9 (23rd November 
2011) 
 

 15,950 dwellings 
District-wide 

 50% of growth to Yeovil 
(7,975 dwellings) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 

Concerns from a District 
Councillor that Local Plan 
was not evidenced by the 
latest available data. 
 
Business Register 
Employment Survey 
(BRES) data updated and 
job losses experienced in 
the District resulted in a 
revised basedate for the 
“Housing Requirement for 
South Somerset and Yeovil” 
report, hence revised 
economic projection and 
resultant housing 
requirement over the Plan 
period.  

Project Management Board 
Workshop 10 (16th December 
2011) 
 

No discussion of scale of growth or distribution of housing. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 11 (18th January 
2011) 
 

No discussion of scale of growth or distribution of housing. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 12 (27th January 
2011) 
 

No discussion of scale of growth or distribution of housing. 

Area South Committee (7th 
March 2012) 

Area South Committee recommended that the Yeovil 
Urban Extension deliver 1,875 dwellings within the Plan 
period and 625 dwellings post Plan period.   

Project Management Board 
Workshop 13 (16th March 2012) 
 

 Housing Requirement - 
15,950 dwellings 
District-wide 

 Housing Provision - 
16,911 dwellings 
District-wide 

 49% of growth to Yeovil 
including a 2,500 
dwelling Urban 
Extension (1580 within 
the Plan period and 920 
beyond) 

 
 

Two figures reflect the fact 
that the identified 
requirement was 15,950 
dwellings, but that bottom-
up approach (in consultation 
with town and parish 
councils) identified a 
provision of 16,911 
dwellings. 
 
49% of growth to Yeovil 
based on BRES evidence 
2003-2010.  Reduction of 
Urban Extension within the 
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Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 

Plan period to reflect 
delivery rates and inability 
to build out within the Plan 
period, but the aspiration to 
deliver a 2,500 dwelling 
Urban Extension retained to 
achieve Eco  town 
standards. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 14 (12th April 2012) 
 

 Housing Requirement - 
15,950 dwellings 
District-wide 

 Housing Provision - 
16,751 dwellings 
District-wide 

 
Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 
 

Revised bottom-up figure 
(16,751) reflects revised 
housing trajectory and 
equates to 15,950 plus 5%. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 15 (30h April 2012) 
 

No discussion of scale of growth or distribution of housing. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 16 (9th May 2012) 
 

No discussion of scale of growth or distribution of housing. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 17 (12th June 2012) 
 

Recommendations regarding Sustainability Appraisal and 
affirming the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local 
Plan were approved by PMB. 

Proposed Submission South 
Somerset Local Plan 28th June  
- 10th August 2012) 
 

 Housing Requirement - 
15,950 dwellings 
District-wide 

 Housing Provision - 
16,751 dwellings 
District-wide 

 7,815 dwellings to 
Yeovil including a 2,500 
urban extension 
 

Formally consulted upon 
 

Evidence from BRES 2003-
2010, illustrates that 49% of 
economic growth to Yeovil 
in the past.  Confirmed 
housing growth in Yeovil 
equates to 49% of the 
requirement of 15,950 and 
47% of the provision 
16,751.  

Project Management Board 
Workshop 18 (4th October 2012) 
 

Discussion regarding the Planning Inspectorate Advisory 
visit and the need to establish one housing figure.  
Additionally need to update in light of new Census and 
BRES data. 
 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 19 (26th October 
2012) 
 

 Housing Requirement - 
16,650 (corrected to 
16,450 - see below) 
dwellings District-wide 

 Agreed one housing 
figure for submission. 

 
 
Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 
 

In light of the consultation 
responses made to the 
PSSSLP, a revision was 
made to the level of self-
employed persons inputted 
into the methodology to 
generate the District-wide 
housing requirement. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 20 (16th November 

 Housing Requirement - 
16,450 dwellings 

Addendum to workshop 19, 
error in calculation and 
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2012) 
 

District-wide 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 
 

revised self-employed figure 
15.21% rather than 15.4%.  
 
Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) 
considered and compared 
to Consultants “Housing 
Requirement for South 
Somerset and Yeovil” 
report.  Confirmed SHMA 
remains valid for affordable 
housing policy, but that 
Consultants report based on 
more up-to-date evidence 
and supersedes the housing 
requirement for District 
identified in the SHMA. 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 21 (26th November 
2012) 
 

 Housing Requirement - 
15,950 dwellings 
District-wide 

 
 
Evidence Base update - 
not formally consulted 
upon but agreed by PMB 

Proportionate reduction 
required to include one 
housing figure in Policy 
SS5.  Option of 50% 
reduction from Yeovil and 
50% from the rest of the 
District (except Wincanton 
due to existing level of 
commitments). 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 22 (30th November 
2012) 
 

Further consideration of double jobbing (i.e. need to 
recognise housing derived from job projections should 
avoid providing 2 dwellings for employees with 2 jobs, 
requiring only 1 dwelling) and mid-point between the two 
economic scenarios (to reflect continuing concerns 
regarding the length and duration of the economic 
recession).   
 
No change - 15,950 dwellings District-wide 
 

Project Management Board 
Workshop 23 (18th December 
2012) 
 

Evidence provided in support of 5% double jobbing 
discount.   
 
Methodology outlining proportionate reduction from 16,751 
to one figure of 15,950 reaffirmed (without reduction in 
Chard and Wincanton).  Inclusion of Chard because of the 
desire to retain the development proposals outlined in the 
Chard Regeneration Scheme and based on likely market 
provision, and Wincanton‟s commitment already making 
the housing provision. 
 
No change - 15,950 dwellings District-wide 
 

Council‟s Proposed 
Amendments to the Proposed 
Submission South Somerset 
Local Plan (January 2013) 

 Housing Requirement - 
15,950 dwellings 
District-wide 

 47% of growth to Yeovil 
including a 2,500 urban 
extension (1,565 
dwellings within the 
plan period and 935 
dwellings post 2028) 

 Provision for 
settlements other than 
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Yeovil and Chard 
unchanged in overall 
terms from figures 
endorsed at PMB 
Workshop 1, other than 
to reflect re-adjustment 
to achieve one overall 
housing provision total. 

 
Submitted to Local Plan 
Inspector following 
agreement by PMB and 
endorsement by Full 
Council on 17th January 
2013 
 

 
 
March 2008: Issues and Options Report (PSSSLP Submitted Document 2) 
 
3.3 Published in March 2008 this presented 5 options for the scale of housing growth all 

based on the emerging Regional Spatial Strategy that at the time was being finalised 
and would prescribe the District‟s growth and set the parameters for the settlement 

hierarchy.  These were for growth of:  
 13,600 dwellings (6,400 for Yeovil) from the draft RSS, 
 16,600 dwellings (7,400 for Yeovil) based on the then latest population 

projections 
 19,700 dwellings (with an undefined figure for Yeovil) based on emerging 

Department of Communities and Local Government projections (11,400 for Yeovil 
with 5,000 as an urban extension) based on the Examination In Public (EiP) 
Panel report 

 Greater than 19,700 reflecting the Government‟s then Housing Green Paper. 
 
3.4 The Issues and Options Report also presented a settlement hierarchy based on the 

emerging RSS settlement definitions, and invited views as to how the housing growth 
should be distributed to those settlements (Yeovil‟s provision was considered fixed at 
11,400).  Should the housing be:- 
 In Market Towns only  
 In some, but not all Market Towns and Small Towns and Villages  
 In all Market Towns and Small Towns and Villages 
 An alternative option 

 
July 2008: Regional Spatial Strategy 
 
3.5 The draft revised Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West incorporating the 

Secretary of State‟s Proposed Changes of July 2008 (PSSSLP Submitted Document 
6b) established a housing requirement of 19,700 dwellings for South Somerset to 
2026 (with 11,400 for Yeovil including 5,000 as an urban extension). South Somerset 
District Council did not accept this figure, and evidenced a lower figure of 16,600 
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dwellings district wide to 2026 in the report “Implications of ONS Household 

Projections for Somerset” (January 2007) for the EIP.   
 
April 2009: South Somerset Settlement Role and Function Study  
 
3.6 The South Somerset Settlement Role and Function Study (SR&FS) was carried out 

to inform the spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy in the Core Strategy, and 
therefore indicate which settlements are the most sustainable locations for future 
development in the district.  

 
July 2009 to March 2010: Town and Parish Council Workshops  
 
Early Engagement Workshops 
 
3.7 In July 2009 „Early Engagement Workshops‟ were attended by town and parish 

councillors, Somerset County Council members, SSDC officers and elected 
members and local stakeholders.  The purpose of the workshops was to establish a 
consultation strategy for councillors to inform settlement hierarchy and distribution of 
growth in an early “front-loaded” fashion and to familiarise people with the emerging 
evidence base.  Workshops were held on the following dates:  
 Area South 14 July 2009 
 Areas East and North 15 July 2009, and  
 Area West 29 July 2009.  

Notes, including a list of attendees of each of these meetings can be found in 
Appendix 5 of the SSDC Proposed Submission Local Plan Consultation Statement 
(PSSSLP Submitted Document 9). 
 

3.8 The range of overall scale of growth was considered and in light of the housing 
commitments as at April 2009 (see Appendix 1) was presented to inform the debate. 

 
“Cluster” Meetings  
 
3.9 The objective of these meetings, which took place in November 2009 to March 2010, 

were to seek to establish with elected representatives, a clear view of a settlement 
hierarchy for the District, the scale of growth that should occur in particular 
settlements and where strategic scale growth should be located around the main 
towns. 

 
3.10 Evidence on the role and function and economic profile of settlements were produced 

by officers to inform discussions (see Appendix 2 for an example of the evidence 
used).  

 
3.11 A number of meetings with individual parish councils took place at their request, 

effectively in order to conclude the agenda for specific locations where particular 
circumstances warranted further work (see Local Plan Consultation Statement).  
Upon completion of all “Cluster” meetings a concluding workshop with all parish 
clusters was held on 4th March 2010. This presented all invitees with officer reports 
which took forward the outcomes of the “Cluster” meetings and identified and 
addressed compatibilities and conflicts within the wider District context and in 
particular the housing and employment requirements (see Appendix 3 for an example 
of a Settlement Growth Report incorporating “Cluster” workshop views).  These 
reports were presented at the Area Committees to inform their considerations. 
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May 2010: Coalition Government announce plans to revoke the RSS 
 
3.12 In May 2010 the Coalition Government confirmed that Regional Spatial Strategies 

(RSS) would be abolished in the Decentralisation and Localism Bill. 

3.13 The District Council had in the past objected to the draft RSS “Proposed Changes” 
housing figure on the basis that it was founded on an overambitious and unrealistic 
assumption of GVA growth in the region.  The imminent demise of the RSS was seen 
as an opportunity to review this figure and set a realistic local figure based on sound 
projections for growth to 2026.  A brief was therefore drawn up for consultants to 
review employment growth and population and household formation projections to 
2026, establishing the District‟s housing requirement taking into account the revised 
economic potential and the number of additional jobs that are likely to come forward 
in the period to 2026 and the numerical and structural changes in the population and 
households that were likely during the same timeframe.  The brief is shown in 
Appendix 4. 

 
June - September 2010: Area Workshops, Committees  
 
3.14 A workshop was held in each of the District Council‟s areas to consider the emerging 

proposals and policies of the draft Core Strategy (incorporating Preferred Options). 
The recommendations emerging from the workshops on key matters were collated 
and presented formally to each of the Area Committees and also the Local 
Development Framework Project Management Board (LDF PMB) on 21st July 2010 
which considered the views of the workshops and reviewed the recommendations for 
the formal committee meetings. 

 
3.15 The Area Workshops occurred on the following dates: 

 Area West Workshop (5th July 2010) 
 Area South Workshop (6th July 2010) 
 Area North Workshop (7th July 2010) 
 Area East Workshop (8th July 2010) 

 
3.16 Members were presented with a series of reports to consider and inform the 

debate/discussion at the workshops and these are included in Appendix 5 (Extract of 
the papers presented to the Area Committees).  A key issue for debate, in light of the 
revocation of the RSS, was the scale of growth.   

 
3.17 The Area Committees occurred on the following dates: 

 Area North (28th July 2010) 
 Area South (4th August 2010) 
 Area East (11th August 2010) 
 Area West (18th August 2010) 

 
3.18 At each committee, Members were asked to endorse their area workshop notes as 

the formal recommendations on the principal proposals and policies of the draft Core 
Strategy (see Appendix 6 for an example of the committee report used to inform 
discussions).   

 
3.19 The Area Committees recommended that the proposed level of growth (scale) be 

reduced to 16,600 dwellings District-wide, the figure that the District Council had 
agreed to take to the Draft RSS EIP.  The Area Committee recommendations were 
subsequently put before District Executive for their consideration.  
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September 2010: District Executive and Full Council 
 
3.20 District Executive took place on the 2nd September 2010.  PMB sought to obtain 

Member approval of the Vision, settlement hierarchy and scale of growth together 
with the key policies and proposals of the South Somerset Core Strategy 
Incorporating Preferred Options for purposes of consultation. 

 
3.21 Following Sustainability Appraisal, officers recommended a 16,600 dwelling scale of 

growth, of which 8,200 dwellings, including a 3,700 dwelling urban extension at 
Yeovil.  The recommendation to reduce the scale of the urban extension to 3,700 
dwellings was due the announcement regarding the abolition of the South West 
Regional Spatial Strategy and the evidence leading to a consequential reduction in 
the overall scale of growth for the District and an urban capacity update in light of that 
reduction (see Appendix 5 of the Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal for the SA of the 
Urban Extension - PSSSLP Submitted Document 16). 

 
3.22 Members endorsed the following housing figures for consideration by Full Council 

(see Table 1 below): 
 16,600 dwellings for the District to 2026 
 8,200 dwellings for Yeovil, of which 3,700 would be located in an Urban 

Extension 
 8,400 distributed outside Yeovil in the following way (see Appendix 7 for an 

extract from the committee report illustrating the recommended changes) 
 

Table 1: Extract from District Executive report, 2nd September 2010 
SETTLEMENT 
   

HOUSING 
COMMITMENT 
(Autumn 2009) – 
(including saved 
allocations) - 
dwellings 

ADDITIONAL 
HOUSING 
PROVISION – 
dwellings 

TOTAL HOUSING PROVISION – 
dwellings 

SSCT     
Yeovil 3725 4475 8200  
MARKET TOWNS 
Chard 1863 328 2191 1700 dwellings of the 

strategic allocation of 
2716 to be built by 
2026 

     
 Crewkerne   928  100  1028   
 Ilminster   191  340  531  
 Wincanton   703  350  1053  
 Somerton   219  281  500  
 Castle Cary and 
Ansford  

 238   262  500  

TOTAL 4142 1661 5803  

RURAL CENTRES 
Bruton 97 120 217  
Ilchester 1 150 151  
Langport 182 118 300  
Martock 96 150 246  
Milborne Port 199 100 299  
South Petherton 145 0 145  
Stoke Sub 
Hamdon 

5 50 55  

TOTAL 725 688 1413  
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OTHER 
Rural 
Settlements 

1199 0 1199  

Total (excluding 
Yeovil) 

6066 2349 8415  

 
3.23  Members endorsed the recommendations and the level of housing growth outlined 

above at District Executive 2nd September 2010. 
 
16th September 2010: Full Council 
 
3.24 Members at Full Council endorsed the recommendations and the level of housing 

growth outlined above for consultation on 16th September 2010 (see Appendix 8 for 
Full Council resolution). 

 
October 2010: Draft Core Strategy (incorporating Preferred Options) 
 
3.25 To be found sound, the Council are required to demonstrate that the Core Strategy is 

based on up to date local evidence.  The Council reappraised the options considered 
in the Issues and Options report (also formally considered at the draft RSS EIP) 
namely 13,600, 16,600 and 19,700 in the light of local factors including household 
projections, likely build rates and local aspirations to ensure the soundness of the 
scale of growth.  Following Sustainability Appraisal it was established that the middle 
figure of 16,600 dwellings was the preferred option for consultation.   

 
3.27 Whilst a 16,600 dwelling scale of growth to 2026 was evidenced, it was recognised 

however in the Draft Core Strategy that in the light of major economic changes and 
changes in national policy it would be prudent to recheck the economic, population 
and household projections that underpinned the 16,600 dwelling option because the 
report establishing this figure (Implications of ONS Household Projections for 
Somerset - PSSSLP Submitted Document 23) was undertaken in 2007.  Note: The 
“Implications of ONS Household Projections for Somerset” which established a 
16,600 dwelling requirement for South Somerset, identifies a requirement for 7,941 
dwellings in Yeovil. 

 
3.28 The Draft Core Strategy explains how the overall distribution of growth amongst 

settlements was determined in the context of a sustainability appraisal of 3 dispersal 
strategies (namely dispersed growth, balanced growth and concentrated growth) and 
the SA pointed to balanced growth as being most appropriate.  The distribution of 
housing growth amongst the settlement hierarchy was developed in the context of 
the emerging overall scale of growth for the district, built and committed development 
(as at April 2009 housing monitoring basedate), existing residual allocations from the 
Saved Local Plan 1991 – 2011 (after review of their practicality and appropriateness) 
and consultation with local communities through the workshops to obtain their local 
opinion. 

 
3.29 The resultant District-wide scale of growth and its justification is set out in Policy SS3: 

District Wide Housing Provision and paragraphs 4.40 - 4.46 of the Draft Core 
Strategy and the distribution amongst settlements detailed in Policy SS4: Delivering 
New Housing Growth, paragraphs 4.47 - 4.53  
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3.30 The Draft Core Strategy was consulted upon from October to December 2010. 
 
January 2011: Evidence Base “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” (Baker 

Associates) 
 
3.31 As alluded to earlier, a more recent and specific review of local economic, population 

and household projections was required to inform the Proposed Submission Local 
Plan, that review is the report “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil 
(January 2011). 

 
3.32 Consultants were employed to produce local and up to date evidence on which to 

review the draft Core Strategy figures and provide a firm and local base for the 
District Wide Housing provision.  This was produced in January 2011 and has been 
the prime influence on the overall District Provision (and is presented as Submitted 
document No 30).  The report‟s recommendation was for 16,000 dwellings for South 
Somerset for 2006 - 2026, 50% growth to Yeovil and for a minimum of 7,500 
dwellings for Yeovil, including the need for an urban extension. 

 
Project Management Board Consideration of Draft Core Strategy (incorporating Preferred 
Options) Representations and Emerging New Evidence  
 
PMB Workshop 1 (26th May 2011) 
 
3.33 PMB reviewed the designation of Market Towns and Rural Centres and the scale of 

growth attributed to those settlements in the light of detailed Growth Reports.  The 
reports summarised the representations received and evidence base and made 
recommendations for each settlement (see Appendix 9 for examples of the PMB 
growth reports).  A summary report was presented to the PMB.  All the Market Town 
designations in the Draft Core Strategy were affirmed and one addition made to 
Langport/Huish Episcopi, which was recommended to be upgraded to a Market 
Town.  The Rural Centre designations in Draft Core Strategy were also affirmed, with 
the exception of Langport/Huish Episcopi.   

 
3.34 The 16,000 dwelling provision for South Somerset was agreed (with recognition that 

the latest population estimates may require adjustment), however because the end 
date of plan was moved to 2028, to ensure a 15-year timeframe from adoption, it was 
recognised that the 16,000 dwelling provision to 2026 would need to be increased to 
17,200 to take into account the extra 2 years provision. 

 
3.35 A revised settlement provision was presented to PMB (see Appendix 10).  They 

endorsed the settlement provision with one addition, the provision for Rural 
Settlements was increased from 2,000 dwellings to 2,400 dwellings by 2028.  This 
was in light of guidance from Development Management colleagues who stated that 
the scope given for development through the new Policy SS2 was too constrained at 
2,000 dwellings.  

 
3.36 Specific changes from the Draft Core Strategy that were endorsed were: 

 An additional 400 dwellings at Yeovil to reflect the towns economic potential 
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 An additional 240 dwellings at Chard as the housing trajectory shows this is 
possible 

 A reduction of 350 dwellings at Wincanton to avoid excess provision and allow 
assimilation of the new housing with the existing settlement 

 An additional 100 dwellings at Langport to reflect its upgraded status in the 
Settlement Hierarchy 

 A reduction of 100 dwellings at both Somerton and Castle Cary to avoid excess 
provision and reflect the scale of the town  

 An additional 1201 dwellings in the Rural Settlements to provide scope for Policy 
SS2 to have effect  
 

PMB Workshop 3 (14th June 2011) 
 
3.37 The focus of this meeting was growth at Yeovil.  Yeovil‟s scale of growth was fixed at 

8,600 dwellings, 50% of the then total, by acceptance of the consultant‟s report 
“Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” (January 2011).  In 
determining this, Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of potential alternatives to the scale of 
development at Yeovil were presented.  This included a range of options from 25% of 
district-wide development at Yeovil, to 75% at Yeovil and 25% elsewhere in the 
district.  It was recommended that the overall proportion of approximately 50% of 
development at Yeovil and 50% elsewhere performed best in the SA, continuing the 
general approach advocated previously in the „preferred options‟. This informed the 

final decision to balance development within and outside the urban framework.  Land 
take, density, and the option for one site or several sites for the extension were all 
addressed. 

 
3.38 No decisions were taken in relation to the location of Yeovil‟s urban extension, as the 

PMB sought further information on the reasons for the dismissal of land to the north 
of Yeovil as a location for an extension, and requested that further work be done to 
ensure that development could be accommodated in sites proposed and on a multi 
site option before deciding which location option to endorse.  Eco town aspirations 
were also agreed by PMB at this meeting. 

 
PMB Workshop 4 (5th July 2011) 
 
3.39 PMB were presented with „Yeovil Urban Extension Re-appraisal‟ report (PSSSLP 

Submitted Document 115) which looked at the urban capacity of Yeovil, and as a 
result PMB made the following decisions with regard to scale of growth at Yeovil: 

 Yeovil Urban Capacity - 6,100 dwellings leaving 2,500 dwelling Urban Extension.  
 Urban Extension - density of 45 dwellings per hectare equating to a land take of 133 

hectares.  
 
3.40 The PMB also agreed at workshop 4 the Directions of Growth for Crewkerne, 

Ilminster, Castle Cary, Somerton and Langport and that no additional housing growth 
was required at Wincanton over the plan period, but that additional employment 
provision to the south west was required. 
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PMB Workshop 6 (13th September 2011) 
 
3.41 The PMB agreed that a scale of growth of 17,200 dwellings to 2028 was sufficiently 

evidenced, based predominantly on a housing requirement resulting from economic 
projections. 

 
PMB Workshop 7 (14th September 2011)  
 
3.42 The PMB reaffirmed the nature and scale of growth at the Market Towns of Langport, 

Somerton and Castle Cary.  
 
PMB Workshop 9 (23rd November 2011) 
 
3.43 In response to concerns from a District Councillor that the scale of growth in the 

emerging Local Plan was not evidenced by the latest available data, Business 
Register Employment Survey (BRES) data, published by NOMIS was obtained to 
update employment figures to 2010.  The data identified a reduction in jobs during 
2009-2010 which meant a lower employment provision baseline in 2010 for 
employment (jobs) projections.  A reduction in the resultant housing provision from 
17,200 dwellings to 15,950 dwellings was a consequence of this lower baseline (see 
Employment Topic Paper - PSSSLP Submitted Document 11 for full details).   

 
3.44 The 50/50 split between Yeovil and rest of district was reaffirmed for housing 

provision as was the Direction of Growth for Ilminster.  
 
Area Committees (February/March 2012) 
 
3.45 All Members were informed through the Council‟s Area Committees, of the number 

and nature of responses to the Draft Core Strategy incorporating Preferred Options 
document published for consultation in October 2010 and the key policy matters 
emerging, which had been considered by the Local Development Framework Project 
Management Board (PMB), to which the District Executive had delegated 
management of the Core Strategy process. The report presented PMB 
recommendations to amend the Core Strategy, where considered appropriate, in the 
light of representations received, further emerging evidence base and government 
policy. The report was considered by each Area Committees and their views are as 
they were subsequently presented to District Executive on the 26th March 2012 and 
Full Council on the 23rd April 2012 are presented in Appendix 11. 

 
3.46 The Area Committees occurred on the following dates: 

 Area North (22nd February 2012) 
 Area South (7th March 2012) 
 Area East (14th March 2012) 
 Area West (21st March 2012) 

 
3.47 The District-wide scale of growth was endorsed by all committees subject to a minor 

amendment from Area South Committee, which was to endorse the figure subject to 
further confirmation of the latest ONS population figures.  49% of the growth to Yeovil 
was endorsed by all committees. 
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3.48 Area South Committee recommended that the Yeovil Urban Extension deliver 1,875 
dwellings within the Plan period and 625 dwellings post Plan period.   

 
PMB Workshop 13 (16th March 2012) 
 
3.49 PMB affirmed the housing requirement of 15,950 dwellings to 2028 but agreed to 

review this in light of emerging population projections. 
 
3.50 PMB discussed the difference between the top down housing provision of 15,950 and 

bottom up figure summing at 16,911 (later 16,751).  It was agreed to retain the 
difference.  In light of the Area South Committee recommendations (7th March 2012) 
and evidence regarding delivery rates, PMB also agreed a figure of 1580 dwellings 
for the Yeovil Urban extension in the Plan period with 920 dwellings beyond (still 
2,500 overall). This reflected their consideration of a review paper on the Yeovil 
Urban Extension occasioned by the Council‟s Area South Committee consideration 
of the emerging Plan that advocated an increased expectation of housing provision 
within the urban area of Yeovil and a provision figure overall for the town that 
reflected evidence that its share of job provision over time was 49% not 50%.   

 
3.51 The Market Towns were further subdivided into two groups with Local Market Towns 

being identified to reflect the difference in scale and role and function of the three 
market towns of Langport, Somerton and Castle Cary, and difference in housing 
provision led to recognition that they be identified separately from market towns 
generally as local market towns. 

 
District Executive (26th March 2012) 
 
3.52 Members endorsed the following housing figures for consideration by Full Council 

(see Table 1 below): 
 15,950 dwellings for the District to 2028 
 7,815 dwellings for Yeovil, of which 2,500 would be located in an Urban 

Extension (1,565 dwellings to be developed within the Plan period and 935 
dwellings to be developed beyond the Plan period). 

 8,936 distributed outside Yeovil in the following way (see Table 2 overleaf).  The 
proportion of growth remained unchanged: 

 
 
Table 2: Extract from District Executive report, 26th March 2012 
 
Settlement  Core Strategy 2006-

2028  
Total Housing 
Requirement  

Existing Housing 
Commitments 2006-

2011  
(as at April 2011)  

Additional Housing 
Provision required 

(Total Housing 
Less Existing 

Commitments)  
(as at April 2011)  

Strategic Town  
Yeovil  7,975  3,704  4,271

5 
 

Market Towns  
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Chard  1,861  521  1,340
6
 

Crewkerne  1028  901  127  
Ilminster  531  199  332  
Wincanton  703  692  11  
Somerton  400  235  165  
Castle Cary / Ansford  400  127  273  
Langport / Huish 
Episcopi  

400  295  105  

Rural Centres  
Bruton  217  113  104  
Ilchester  151  0  151  
Martock  246  101  145  
Milborne Port  299  210  89  
South Petherton  245  151  94  
Stoke Sub Hamdon  55  6  49  
Other  
Rural Settlements  2,400  1,267  1,133  
Total  16,911*  8,522  8,389  
* 15,950 for the purposes of the overall provision is the District requirement to 2028. The cumulative 
total of 16,911 is 6% in excess of requirement but is considered in the context of development 
uncertainties and overall scale of provision, to be in broad agreement with the requirement. 
 
5. A further 625 dwellings are proposed at the Yeovil Urban Extension post 2028.  
6 

A total of 3,237 dwellings are proposed in Chard, of which 1,376 dwellings are proposed at the 
Chard Growth Area post 2028.   
 
 
3.53 Members endorsed the recommendations and the level of housing growth outlined 

above at District Executive 26th March 2012. 
 
Full Council (23rd April 2012) 
 
3.54 Members at Full Council endorsed the recommendations and the level of housing 

growth outlined above for consultation on 23rd April 2012 (see Appendix 12). 
 
PMB Workshop 14 (12th April 2012) 
 
3.55 The housing requirement was affirmed as 15,950 dwellings to 2028 in the light of 

revised population projections.  The revised projection suggested a revised 
(downwards) housing provision but within the range of projections considered by the 
Council. The 15,950 dwelling provision was justified as within the range and based 
primarily on economic projections with allowance for additional housing for non-
economic migrants‟ and additional housing for Yeovilton Air Base (300 dwellings).  
The cumulative total housing provision was 16,751 dwellings, 5% in excess of the 
requirement, but reflective of the consultation and bottom-up approach to housing 
provision.  

 
3.56  The Housing Trajectory was considered by the PMB and amendments suggested 

and incorporated into final Trajectory (Table 5 of Proposed Submission Local Plan).  
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3.57 The resultant housing provision and justification for overall housing growth for the 

District is set out in paragraphs 4.70 - 4.80 and Policy SS4, and paragraphs 4.82 - 
4.102 and Policy SS5 of the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan and 
the Housing trajectory is set out in Table 5. 

 
June 2012: Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan 2006 - 2028 
 
3.58 The Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan was published in June 2012 

for consultation between 28 June and 10 August 2012.   
 
 
PMB Workshop 18 (4th October 2012) 
 
3.59 In preparation for the Local Plan Examination, a visiting Planning Inspector met with 

officers from the Council to act as a critical friend and offer advice on the content of 
the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan.  PMB considered the visiting 
Planning Inspector‟s suggestions including the suggestion that only one figure for 
housing provision should be included in the Local Plan.  They noted that new census 
and BRES data had only just been received and agreed the need to do a housing 
provision review and to adapt the Housing Trajectory to reflect the outcome of a 
recent appeal decision on the 5 year land supply. 

 
PMB Workshop 19 (26th October 2012) 
 
3.60 This workshop considered a “Housing Provision Report” (PSSSLP Submitted 

Document 117) that addressed representations received in relation to the housing 
provision identified within the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan, new 
evidence from ONS and BRES and its implications. The report presented and 
dismissed all the points raised through the consultation process representations 
apart from one relating to the proportion of self-employed persons that should be 
assumed in the economic growth projections. It was agreed to use the average self-
employed total for South Somerset for the Plan period to date rather than the figure 
as at 2010, which Consultants had used previously, as the benchmark figure. (2010 
presents an unusually low self-employed figure - see Employment Topic Paper for 
details – PSSSLP Submitted Document 11). 

3.61 The responses made in relation to occupancy rates and site information were 
considered and the recommendation was made not to amend these assumptions in 
the methodology to derive future housing requirement as they could potentially 
change in the future.  This recommendation was endorsed by PMB. 

3.62 Modifications to the Consultant‟s methodology, such as a revised figure for self-
employed persons in the “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” 

report (January 2011) were presented to PMB and endorsed by the consultants 
themselves (see Appendix 13 for details). 
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3.63 PMB agreed one housing provision figure (at that time of 16,650), production of a 
housing and employment topic paper for submission, continued use of the latest 
official projections and acceptance of the new assumption of self-employed people. 

 
PMB Workshop 20 (16th November 2012)  
 
3.64 The “Addendum to Housing Provision Review” report (PSSSLP Submitted Document 

117) was presented and endorsed (correcting an error relating to the Housing 
Provision for the Slow Faltering Growth Scenario to 2028) and resulting in an overall 
housing requirement of 16,450 dwellings.  (See Employment Topic Paper for details 
– PSSSLP Submitted Document 11). 

 
3.65 PMB also considered a “SHMA Monitoring and Update” report (PSSSLP Submitted 

Document 117) report that clarified that the Consultant‟s report “Housing 
Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” was the statistical basis of the overall 
Local Plan housing provision requirement for the District and not the SHMA.  It also 
concluded that the SHMA was still valid to support the affordable housing policies of 
the emerging Local Plan.   

 
3.66 Paragraphs 6.20 to 6.26 of the PMB report explain in detail the reasons why the 

housing requirement derived from the Consultant‟s report has been favoured over 

that derived from the SHMA.  In summary, the SHMA is based on population 
projections from 2004, whereas the Consultant‟s report is based on 2008 data, which 
is more up to date.  Additionally the range of population growth derived from both 
sources of evidence are broadly similar in terms of the projected population in 2026 
(SHMA - 181,200 and Consultant‟ report - 180,200). 

 
PMB Workshop 21 (26th November 2012) 
 
3.67 PMB agreed to reduce the housing provision set out in the Proposed Submission 

South Somerset Local Plan Policy SS5 in proportion to settlements‟ share of the 

Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan figure of 16,751(none from 
Wincanton due to existing levels of commitment) (see Appendix 14). 

 
PMB Workshop 22 (30th November 2012)  
 
3.68 The PMB considered the emerging Full Council report. The issue of double jobbing 

(i.e. employees with 2 jobs but requiring only 1 dwelling) was raised and a review 
requested.  

 
3.69 Clarification was made to the changed assumption in the Housing Provision Review 

Report to the effect that a mid-point between the Positive Private Sector led growth 
and the Slow Faltering Growth Economic Projections be adopted due to the impact of 
the continuing recession and uncertainty. 

 
3.70 The PMB was presented for the first time with residual housing provision 

requirements, suggested for Policy SS5 that took into account the results of 
monitoring for April 2012. 
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PMB Workshop 23 (18th December 2012)  
 
3.71 PMB further considered the emerging Full Council report. New census information 

including that relating to economic activity rates and rise in older people beyond 
expectations was considered.  It was felt appropriate to stay with current projections 
on these matters as set out in the original “Housing Requirement for South Somerset 
and Yeovil” report, given the absence of Government steer and guidance and 
uncertainties about possible causes of the changes and whether they were linear or 
self correcting over time. 

 
3.72 Following an assessment of the evidence, a double jobbing allowance of 5% was 

proposed on basis of national and local figures. The implication of this when the 
figures were reworked was that 15,950 dwelling requirement was the final District 
Housing provision requirement. 

 
3.73 Clarification was given of the proportionate reduction in Policy SS5 provision 

undertaken to match the 15,950 dwelling District provision.  Members were reminded 
that the reduction did not apply to Chard and Wincanton due to market forces and 
level of existing commitments respectively.  The provision for the District‟s 

settlements other than Yeovil and Chard in consequence have remained effectively 
as agreed at PMB Workshop 1 (May 2011) with two key revisions.  Firstly the overall 
provision has been reduced proportionately as required to meet the one overall 
housing provision figure, and secondly the residual provision figures for settlements 
have also been affected by the updating of monitoring data to April 2012.  

 
3.74 Housing Trajectory reflecting 15,950 dwelling requirement and latest 2012 housing 

data was endorsed. 
 
January 2013: Full Council Endorsement of Proposed Amendments to the Proposed 
Submission South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 

3.75 The District‟s housing provision and its distribution among settlements were 

reconsidered in the light of representations made on the Proposed Submission South 
Somerset Local Plan 2006 -2028 and newly relevant evidence base, namely census 
data and new population projections to 2012 and an update in BRES data to 
September 2011. The points made by the visiting Inspector from the Planning 
Inspectorate were also considered. The outcome was a report to Full Council 
proposing no change to the housing provision of 15,950 in policy SS3 (now policy 
SS4) but with an updated rationale to account for the new evidence and 
consideration of representations and an amended policy SS5 showing a cumulative 
total for settlements that matches the 15,950 overall provision and presents slightly 
reduced settlement provision requirement in order to achieve this.  

3.76 The Housing Trajectory was also updated to reflect a further years‟ monitoring 

information and its likely delivery was described.  These changes were set out in 
Annex 1 and 3 of Appendix 1 of the Full Council Report of 17th January (PSSSLP 
Submitted Document 13) 
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3.77 These annexes emerged following consideration by the Project Management Board 
and it was the Board‟s recommendations that were endorsed by Council on 17th 
January 2013 (see Appendix 15 for the final policies).  
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4.0  Methodology for Determining Overall District Housing Provision (Policy 
SS4) 

4.1 The Report by Baker Associates of January 2011 “Housing Requirement for South 

Somerset and Yeovil” presents the methodology adopted by the Council for 

determining the District‟s overall housing provision requirement. The Report 
(PSSSLP Submitted Document 30) can be read to obtain the full methodology but it 
is summarised below in this Topic Paper together with a description of subsequent 
modifications adopted by the Council and the updating undertaken by the Council.  
The culmination of this work in summary is paragraphs 4.70-4.80 and Policy SS4 set 
out in the Proposed Amendment to the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local 
Plan 2006-2028 Appendix 1 Annex 1 (PSSSLP Submitted Document 13). 

 
4.2 The “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” report establishes a 

methodology for identifying housing growth; the approach integrates three different 
elements and consists of 6 steps, to derive a range of housing figures.  The Elements 
are:  
 A demographic projection based approach - meaning the numerical 

consequences of accepting the likely trends on birth and death rates and 
particularly in net migration levels, and applying trends in household formation to 
these;  

 A purpose based approach - looking at the reasons for making provision for 
housing in relation to economic development, access to housing, and the 
maintenance of communities; and   

 A delivery based approach - looking at the capacity of the area to provide 
housing in environmental terms, from a housing market delivery perspective and 
in terms of the potential to bring empty homes back into use.  

 
4.3 These elements establish a range of potential provision within which a judgement as 

to the actual provision chosen is required and has to be justified.  The 6 stages used 
to establish the overall provision are: 

 
4.4 Stage 1: Household Projection and Population based Projection from the ONS 

This stage calculates a household projection by estimating the growth in households 
from 2006 to 2028 which gives a housing requirement.  The conversion of population 
projections to household requirement requires an assumption about occupancy rate 
and private households derived from ONS projections. 

 
4.5 Stage 2: Economic (job) Growth Projections 

This stage calculates a household requirement derived from jobs growth projections, 
and is based on 2 main components: 
 A series of consultations with some of the main employers in the District, and with 

the Council‟s Economic Development Officers to provide contextual information, 
ideas and views on the strengths and weaknesses of the South Somerset 
economy; and 

 Analysis of recent trends, particularly employment data, at a national, regional 
and District level. 

The assessment has also taken account of a number of studies and strategies 
including: 

26



 

 
 Somerset Economic Development Strategy 
 Draft Yeovil Economic Assessment (Ekosgen) 
 The Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) proposal for South Somerset and East 

Devon 
 Oxford Economics Projections for South Somerset (commissioned by the South 

West RDA). 
 
4.6 The result of the projections undertaken by the consultants is the presentation of 2 

future economic scenarios for South Somerset based principally on locally derived 
information.  These are: 
 Positive Private Sector Led Growth 
 Slow Faltering Growth 

The job growth emerging from these 2 scenarios is derived from projected jobs 
growth at 2026 minus current job provision in South Somerset at 2010. This is then 
converted into household growth through a series of calculations set out in Table 4.8 
of the Consultants‟ Report. This, in essence, serves to convert projected total job 
provision at 2026 into a population figure by applying an economic activity rate 
assumption, then subtracting the non-private household population to derive a 
population requiring housing. The number of dwellings required is obtained by 
dividing this figure by the occupancy rate expected at 2026 and the housing growth 
obtained by subtracting the 2006 total from that at 2026.  
 

 4.7 The first two steps establish a range of housing over the plan period, based on 
household growth projections, population growth provision and 2 economic growth 
projections. The following four steps do not present projections for setting out the 
overall housing requirement but present information to corroborate and inform the 
range of provision and the choice of final housing requirement figures from within it. 
 

4.8 Stage 3: Affordable Housing Requirement 
The outcome from the Taunton and South Somerset Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment is an annual requirement at 659 dwellings per annum for affordable 
housing. This is a level that is higher than past levels of total historic housing growth. 
The implication of this is that a higher housing provision rather than a lower provision 
from the range should be favoured. 

 
4.9 Stage 4: Environmental Capacity 

The capacity of the District to accommodate levels of housing growth is considered. 
The Consultants‟ Report referred to the Council‟s Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA) as evidence that South Somerset has potential to 
accommodate the higher range of growth advocated. The Council has developed this 
a step further with its formal Sustainability Appraisal (see Modification to 
Methodology below). 
 

4.10 Stage 5: Empty Houses 
 The potential for bringing empty homes back into occupancy can serve to reduce 

new build requirements. The Consultants presented evidence of South Somerset 
having a lower proportion of empty homes than the national average and therefore 
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didn‟t advocate an allowance for decreasing the proportion of empty homes relative 
to the number of new homes required. 

 
4.11 Stage 6: Housing Delivery 
 The sixth step is assessing the potential housing delivery by looking at past and 

future market capacity. Past building rates, information from the SHLAA and 
discussions with developers and promoters informed this consideration.  Potential 
windfall provision post 2022 based on past windfall implications was taken into 
account. Delivery was looked at on a settlement basis. A market capacity of 16,507 
dwellings was established by 2026 with 7,600 dwellings at Yeovil (and potential to 
increase this to 11,900 dwellings). 

 
4.12 The “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” report also gives 

consideration to changing the likely future net commuting patterns for the District.  On 
the basis of no change in these commuting patterns the report recommends a 
provision of 16,000 dwellings district-wide from 2006-2026 with 7,500 dwellings for 
Yeovil.  This is based on the Positive Private Sector Growth scenario that the 
Consultants considered most closely fits the Council objectives and 50% of the 
District‟s job growth in Yeovil . 

 
Modification to the Housing Provision for South Somerset and Yeovil 
 
4.13 The methodology used for the “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” 

report presents the basis of the Council‟s case for the proposed scale of District-wide 
housing growth.  Several modifications have been made through the PMB 
consideration of the issue, and these have been illustrated in the chronology section 
of this report above. These are:  
 An extended projection to reflect the new Local Plan end date of 2028. 
 Revision to Yeovil‟s housing provision to reflect BRES evidence of 49% share of 

the District‟s jobs (not 50%). 
 Assumption of percentage of self-employed increased from 11.4% to 15.21% of 

total projected jobs. 
 Allowance of 5% made to accommodate double jobbers (ie a 5% reduction in the 

no of jobs to reflect fact that these are likely to be taken by people with jobs 
elsewhere i.e. people with more than one job - so avoiding double counting of 
housing provision for double jobbers).  

 Adoption of a “mid point scenario” between Positive Private Sector Growth and 
Slow Faltering Growth to reflect the continuing recession and uncertainty. 

 Adjustment of assumption about non-private households being 2% of the total 
population reflecting Census 2011 date (not 2.2% as the Consultant‟s original 
report assumed). 

 
4.14 It is important to point out that the assumptions made by the consultants on 

occupancy rates and economic activity rates within the projections were retained 
despite information in the 2011 Census at odds with these assumptions. These 
assumptions were retained because it is unclear the extent to which the Census data 
reflects changes over time or issues associated with the recession that will be self-
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adjusting.  Given the complications associated with these issues and the absence of 
Government projections addressing them (nor planned for some time) it is 
considered appropriate to proceed with established occupancy and economic activity 
rates and rely on future monitoring to indicate the need and immediacy of any review 
of housing provision. 

 
4.15 The Consultant‟s environmental capacity assumption within the “Housing 

Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” report does not represent a 

comprehensive capacity assessment. The Council has undertaken more formal 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) to address the environmental capacity (along with social 
and economic effects) and its implications for the appropriate scale of growth more 
thoroughly. 

 
4.16 Various options for the scale of housing provision at South Somerset and Yeovil have 

been considered during the Local Plan process, and subject to SA.  At the „issues 

and options‟ stage (I&O), the following options were considered: 
 13,600 dwellings, including 6,400 at Yeovil; 
 16,600 dwellings, including 7,400 at Yeovil; 
 19,700 dwellings of which 6,400 should be within Yeovil‟s urban area, 5,000 as 

an urban extension to Yeovil, and 8,300 elsewhere in the district; 
 Growth in excess of 19,700 dwellings. 

 
4.17 Drawing on the findings of the I&O SA, the „draft Core Strategy (incorporating 

preferred options)‟ proposed 16,600 dwellings across South Somerset, of which 

8,200 would be located in and around Yeovil, and 8,400 elsewhere in the district.  In 
preparing the Proposed Submission Local Plan, SA was carried out on the district-
wide provision of 15,950 dwellings, and the total of 16,751 dwellings that resulted 
from delivering a sustainable level of housing provision at each settlement.    

 
4.18 The provision figures for inclusion in the Council‟s Proposed Amendment to the 

PSSSLP all come broadly within the range of earlier assessments. The conclusions 
of the SA of the scale of district-wide growth options are summarised in paragraphs 
5.3.2 - 5.3.6 (page 21-23), 5.5.8 - 5.5.9 (page 39-40), and 6.2.2-6.2.3 (page 45) of 
the Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal report (June 2012) (PSSSLP Submitted 
Document 16). The more detailed assessments are presented in that Report‟s 

appendices. The addendum to the SA report (PSSSLP Submitted Document 16d) 
considers the suggested amendment from 16,751 dwellings to 15,950 dwellings.  
The main conclusion of these assessments was that a provision around 16,000 - 
16,700 dwellings performed best in the sustainability appraisal (with around 7,400 at 
Yeovil) and the further one moved away from this broad provision level, either 
upwards or downwards, the less appropriate the provision was in sustainability terms. 

 
Update to the Housing Provision for South Somerset and Yeovil 
 
4.19 As well as modifications to the Consultant‟s methodology the calculations presented 

by the “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” report were updated 
by:- 
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 BRES data (2010 and 2011 data) updated on two occasions (taking the base 
data for the economic calculation forward to 2011 and replacing the assumption 
adopted by Consultants to derive a 2010 base data) from the original calculations 
in the Baker report. 

 Two updates of the population projections (from which household requirements 
were derived) to reflect 2010 based Population Projections and ONS Population 
Projections to 2021 (and extended to 2028) to reflect early consideration of the 
2011 Census. 

 The Consultants have been consulted on the modifications made to their 
methodology and the updating of their work and indicated their endorsement of 
the Council‟s modifications and updating (see Appendix 12). The double jobbing 
assumption has also been endorsed in email correspondence with the 
Consultants. 

 
Other Factors affecting the Overall Housing Provision Report 
 
4.20 The main additional factor is the MOD announcement of the need for 300 additional 

houses outside the RNAS Yeovilton Airbase for service personnel. This provision is 
not accounted for in the Methodology employed and must be added to the final 
provision figure derived from it. 

 
Final Judgement made on Overall Housing Provision Figure 
 
4.21 This emerges in the PMB considerations in Workshops 19-23 set out in the Notes of 

the Board. It is summarised in detail in Appendix 1 Annex 1 to the Proposed 
Amendment to the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 
(PSSSLP Submitted Document 13) which is a redrafting of Policy SS4 and its 
supporting text put forward for final adoption. This annex also presents the reworked 
Housing Requirement Projections deriving from Demographic Growth Projections 
(Table 3) and Economic Growth Projections (Table 2). 
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5.0  Rationale for Distributing Housing  Growth Amongst Settlements  

5.1 The factors that have determined the distribution of housing provision amongst the 
settlements of South Somerset are identified in the chronology section above.  These 
factors are summarised in principle in paragraphs 4.82 - 4.101 of the Proposed 
Submission South Somerset Local Plan 2006 – 2028 (PSSSLP).  This section of the 
PSSSLP shows that once the overall housing provision has been established then 
the following factors determine the distribution of housing across the District: 
 Sustainability Appraisal of distribution options (concentrated, dispersed and 

balanced growth amongst the District‟s settlements excluding Yeovil; and the 
proportion of development at Yeovil and elsewhere, ranging from 25% of district-
wide development at Yeovil, to 75%), 

 Balance of jobs with homes, 
 Settlement hierarchy,  
 Land availability (demonstrated by Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment); and 
 Local (settlement based) factors including: 

 Economic performance of settlements, 
 Size and self-containment, 
 Existing saved Local Plan proposals, 
 Indicative growth appropriate for settlement types, 
 Need to assimilate past growth (Wincanton), 
 Environmental/archaeological and flooding constraints, 
 Policy aspirations for Rural Settlements, 
 Existing Commitments; and  
 Market Delivery as exemplified by the Housing Trajectory 

 
5.2 These factors have shaped the housing distribution set out within Policy SS5 

throughout the Local Plan process and through their consideration when raised in 
various representations received particularly at draft Core Strategy stage but also at 
the Proposed Submission Local Plan consultation stage.  Consideration of the 
appropriate distribution of housing for settlements was also an important element of 
the informal consultation “cluster workshop” community engagement exercise.   

 
5.3 The assessment of the distribution of housing provision in the light of the Housing 

Trajectory and the review of the balance of housing to jobs, as the job totals 
changed, were particularly relevant at the later stage of the Local Plan process.  The 
requirement identified at this later stage during and after Proposed Submission South 
Somerset Local Plan 2006 - 2028 consultation to present one overall housing 
provision figure also resulted in the need to adjust settlements‟ individual provisions.  

This was undertaken on a simple proportionate basis with account made for the fact 
that provision in Chard and Wincanton was inappropriate to change for market and 
commitment reasons as detailed above. 
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6.0 Balancing Jobs and Homes  

Core Strategy Issues and Options (March 2008)  
 
6.1 The Core Strategy Issues and Options document which was published in March 2008 

(PSSSLP Submitted Document 2) contained jobs and housing figures which 
emerged from the draft Regional Spatial Strategy.  The document did not contain a 
detailed distribution of housing by settlement because the South Somerset 
Settlement Role and Function Study (PSSSLP Submitted Document 34) along with 
other emerging evidence base work such as a Housing Market Area Assessment 
(PSSSLP Submitted Document 46), Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments 
(PSSSLP Submitted Document 44 & 45) and a Settlements' Peripheral Landscape 
Capacity Study (PSSSLP Submitted Document 68 a-u) had not been completed.  
These evidence base documents were fundamental to establishing the settlement 
hierarchy for the district, and the established settlement hierarchy would influence the 
approach to and detailed distribution of development by settlement.  

 
6.2 The Issues and Options document states that the detailed distribution of 

development would be undertaken with the objective of encouraging/facilitating 
commensurate levels and types of economic and housing growth in settlements to 
maintain and or enhance their levels of self-containment, i.e. balancing jobs and 
homes.  

 
Draft Core Strategy Including Preferred Options (October 2010) 
 
6.3 The Draft Core Strategy sought to deliver 16,600 dwellings to 2026, a figure in part 

derived from the economic potential of the District, which was identified as 13,500 
jobs in the report “Implications of ONS Household Projections for Somerset” (Baker 

Associates, January 2007) (PSSSLP Submitted Document 39). 
 
6.4 Policy SS4: Delivering New Housing Growth, distributed housing by settlement on 

the basis of existing commitments, constraints to growth, role and function of the 
settlement and local aspirations.  

 
6.5 Policy SS5: Delivering New Employment Land, distributed employment land 

according to the role and function of each settlement and having regard to the 
location of proposed housing.  Calculations were undertaken to ensure there was 
sufficient employment land available to provide the minimum number of jobs needed 
to ensure the employment needs of the population growth from new house building 
proposed by settlement. 

 
6.6 The Draft Core Strategy did not contain a target for job growth for the District at this 

time either for the District as a whole or for specific settlements.  This was criticised 
in representations received on the Draft and these criticisms accepted as valid.  The 
housing requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil report provided the opportunity 
to address this matter and make the emerging Local Plan economic led in terms of 
growth provision.    
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6.7 The Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil (January 2011) (Submitted 
Document No 30) report recommended a housing provision deriving from its 
economic growth scenario 1 (Positive Private Sector led growth) at 16,000 dwellings 
hence placing job growth (and enabling job growth) as the clear driver of housing 
provision for the District.  The report further recommended a housing provision for 
Yeovil based on its retaining its 50% job share of the South Somerset economy in 
accordance with past economic trends.  In order to support economic growth, a 
comparable level of homes was recommended to support population growth and 
growth of economically active residents. 

 
Project Management Board Workshop 2 (7 June 2011) 
 
6.8 The PMB paper “Revising Policy SS5: Delivering New Employment Land, Catering 

for non-B Uses and the Distribution of Homes/Jobs” (PSSSLP Submitted Document 
115) explains that the „Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil‟ report 
gave no guidance as to the distribution of jobs and homes outside Yeovil.  It goes on 
to outline the methodology used by the Council to identify jobs growth by settlement, 
in so doing, the balance between employment and housing growth was considered 
and the need for housing growth by settlement to be economic-led and a balanced 
comparison maintained between settlements‟ share of job growth and their share of 

housing growth was recommended and endorsed by the PMB. 
 
6.9 The district‟s projected jobs growth was distributed to each settlement/settlement 

category (see paragraphs 3.26 to 3.34 of the Employment Topic Paper, PSSSLP 
Submitted Document 11) effectively by assigning the overall growth projected by the 
Consultant‟s in the “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” report to 
settlements on the basis of their past economic performance.  This was measured by 
the settlements‟ share of district job growth in the past.  As part of the initial exercise 
a comparison of the settlements‟ proposed job growth as a proportion of total district 
growth was made with its share of total proposed housing growth.  This comparison 
was re run on each occasion that job and housing provision was changed in the 
period up to publication of the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan to 
ensure balance between jobs and homes in each settlement category.  The 
underlying view was that similarity between a settlement‟s job growth share and 

housing growth share should assist self-containment and support local job provision 
by a local workforce and ease pressures for commuting. 

 
Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan (June 2012) 
 
6.10 The PSSSLP includes supporting text reflecting the fact that the Local Plan strategy 

is economic led and the distribution of housing growth across the district was 
informed by a comparison of settlement‟s proposed job growth and the requirement 

to maintain some sort of balance of the one with the other.  Figure 5 of the PSSSLP 
was included in the document to illustrate this process and demonstrate balance. 
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District Council‟s Proposed Amendments to the Proposed Submission South Somerset Local 

Plan (January 2013) 
 
6.11 The District Council‟s Proposed Amendments to the PSSSLP which were endorsed 

by the Project Management Board in November 2012 and Full Council (17th January 
2013) make revisions to Policy SS3: Delivering New Employment Land and Policy 
SS5: Delivering New Housing Growth.  A final comparison of job and housing growth 
was undertaken and is shown in revised Figure 5 below.  It shows a different balance 
in detail but maintenance of the close proximity of job and housing growth shares for 
the respective settlement categories.   

 
 

 
 
 
  

47 

32 

7 

14 

49 

31.5 

9 

10.5 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Yeovil

Market Towns

Rural Centres

Rural Settlements

Percentage of New Jobs

Percentage of New Houses

34



 

7.0  Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments and Housing 
Trajectory and their Application in Determining the Housing Provision 

 
7.1 The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments (SHLAA) for 2009 and 2010 

were used to inform the overall district-wide scale of growth and the distribution of 
growth by settlement in both the Draft Core Strategy and the Proposed Submission 
South Somerset Local Plan.   

 
7.2 The SHLAA was also used to inform the distribution of growth by identifying the 

availability of land in each settlement which informed the settlement growth reports, 
which were used in discussions with the town and parish councillors at their cluster 
workshops, and with members at area committee.   

 
7.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) established through 

paragraph 47 that Local Planning Authorities should:- 
“For market and affordable housing, illustrate the expected rate of housing 

delivery through a housing trajectory for the plan period and set out a housing 
implementation strategy for the full range of housing describing how they will 
maintain delivery of a 5 year supply of housing land to meet their target.” 

 
7.4 This requirement was recognised by the Council and a trajectory was produced 

which built upon the work undertaken by consultants Baker Associates in their report 
“Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” and on the Community 
Infrastructure Levy evidence base (Submitted Document 19).  The Council refined 
the „Baker‟ trajectory through ongoing monitoring work and output of the SHLAA 
2010.  The Council‟s housing trajectory is included in the Proposed Submission 
South Somerset Local Plan as Table 5.  This showed the then District provision of 
16,751 as deliverable and the breakdown amongst settlements illustrated how the 
distribution of growth amongst the settlements identified in the settlement hierarchy 
could be achieved.  

 
7.5 The Council were advised by the visiting Planning Inspector (as a critical friend), that 

there was a greater need for clarity on the housing trajectory, to include annualised 
figures, over the plan period. 

 
7.6 In light of the visiting Planning Inspector‟s comments and the outcome of an appeal 

decision which considered the Council‟s 5 year land supply, the housing trajectory 
was reworked and updated to include up-to-date housing monitoring data for April 
2012, and to include annualised figures for the early years of the trajectory.  The 
2010 SHLAA information was again used in the production of the trajectory.   

 
7.7 The revised housing trajectory was considered by the PMB through Workshops 19 - 

22 and finally endorsed in Workshop 23 and formally approved by Full Council on 
17th January 2013.  The trajectory shows that the overall district housing provision of 
15,950 dwellings to 2028, and the individual settlement specific provisions to 2028 
are deliverable.  
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Appendix 1 Housing Requirement and Supply by Town (Autumn 2009) 
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1. South West Regional Spatial 
Strategy Requirement  
(Proposed Changes)  

11400 8300 8300 

2. Completions (06/09) (Net) 633 247 163 98 120 16 48 28 0 79 47 9 41 5 435 1336 
3. Under Construction 176 38 18 5 27 11 3 7 0 12 2 33 31 0 207 394 

4. Commitments (Not Started) 2879 206 108 88 556 38 78 153 1 54 47 55 109 0 557 2050 
5. Allocated (without permission) 37 1372 639 0 23 (0) 173 (154) 53 58 (50) 0 0 14 (0) 0 18 0 0 2286 

6. Total  3725 1862 928 191 703 219 182 238 1 145 96 97 199 5 1199 6066 

7. RSS Residual  7675 2234 2234 
 

Footnotes:  
 

1. The Government has delayed publication of the South West Regional Spatial 
Strategy (RSS) following a High Court judgment that found that the RSS for the 
South East of England did not meet certain requirements of the Environmental 
Assessment rules. Housing figures presented in the RSS Proposed Modifications will 
likely be confirmed in due course.  
 

2. Data shows (Net) housing completions for the period 01/04/06 – 31/08/09. The 1st 
April 2006 is the base date of the RSS Plan Period 

 
3. Data shows the number of dwellings under construction as at the 23/10/09 (SSDC 

Planning Policy Monitoring).  
 

4. Data shows housing commitments as at the 23/10/09 (SSDC Planning Policy 
Monitoring). Note that housing allocations with permission but without signed S106 
agreements have been included under this heading. Note this heading includes the 
three allocations at Yeovil (Lufton, Lyde Road and Brimsmore).    

 
5. Allocated sites without planning permission have been subject to an initial review. 

This review was based on pre-application advice and planning officer knowledge to 
determine the likelihood of sites coming forward. Sites in brackets reflect small sites 
where a lack of developer interest in the past has lead the Council to question their 
retention as allocations. The Chard Key site will be subject to an independent report 
that will inform a decision to retain or exclude these residential numbers. For the 
purpose of this exercise the allocation is presented in the table and therefore 
presumed to be retained for 1350 dwellings.  

 
6. Data shows total housing numbers anticipated to come forward during the plan 

period in advance of future housing provision through the LDF.  
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7. The Regional Spatial Strategy residual is the remaining housing provision that the 
Council must provide for through the Core Strategy, by identification of scale of 
growth at Yeovil and Settlement Policy B1 or Settlement Policy C 2 and in some 
cases actual locations in/around towns (8). The requirement is divided between 
Yeovil as a Strategic Significant City or Town (SSCT), identified separately in the 
RSS and the rest of the district.  
 

8. Key determination of housing provision between B & C settlements will be by 
previous provision as presented in the above table, settlement capacity as 
established by the forthcoming SHLAA report and their settlement hierarchy through 
engagement with Town and Parish Councils & key stakeholders and prior to 
publication of this draft Core Strategy (Preferred Options). 

  

                                                
1 RSS Policy B: Development at Market and Costal Towns 
2 RSS Policy C: Development at Small Towns and Villages 
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Appendix 2 Example of Evidence used to inform “Cluster” workshop  
  discussions  

BRUTON - Summary of the findings of the South Somerset Role and Function Study (April 
2009) 
 
Topic Finding 
Recommended RSS 
Development Policy 
Classification 

Development Policy C: Development at Small Towns and Villages 
In small towns and villages greater self-containment and stronger 

Local communities will be promoted by making provision that: 

 supports economic activity appropriate to the scale of the settlement 
 extends the range of services to better meet the needs of the 

settlement and its surrounding area 
 meets identified local housing needs. 

Lower Super Output 
Area Code (LSOA 
Code) used in report  

E01029157 – Bruton Ward – 40UDJR 
E01029158 – Bruton Ward - 40UDJR 

Level of Existing 
Employment (ABI 
Nomis 2006)3 

Total jobs = 700 (rounded to nearest 100) = 1.1% of the Districts jobs 

Existing Population 
Structure (Census 
2001 – rounded to 
nearest 50)4 

Total = 2950 
0-19 = 1150 (38%) 
19-64 = 1400 (46%) 
65+ = 450 (15%) 
 
Bruton has a predominantly young population, this could be explained by the 
high presence of secondary schools that attract young families.  

Economically Active 
Population (Census 
2001 rounded to 
nearest 50)5 

Population aged 16-74 = 1900 
Economically active = 1200 = 63% 
Economically inactive = 700 = 37% 
 

Employment Density6  0.60 (0.60 jobs per economically active person) – the District average 
employment density ratio is 0.86. 
 

Future Population 
Structure 2026 
(rounded to the 
nearest 50)7 

0-19 = 1200 = 35% 
20-64 = 1500 = 44% 
65+ = 750 = 21% 
Total = 3500 

Future Economically 
Active Population 
(rounded to the 
nearest 50)8 

Economically active pop 2001 = 1200 
Economically active pop 2026 = 1150 
Decrease in economically active population = -50 

Employment Growth 
– based on job 
projections (2006 ABI 
Employment Data by 
LSOA)9 

Employment Sector Key: 
A: Agriculture, hunting & forestry  
C: Mining & quarrying 
D: Manufacturing  
E: Electricity, gas & water supply 
F: Construction  

                                                
3 Table 3.1 in Study 
4 Table 3.2 in Study (note, do not add up to 100% as figures have been rounded) 
5 Table 3.3 in Study 
6 Table 3.4 in Study 
7 Table 3.6 in Study 
8 Table 3.7 in Study 
9 Table 3.9 in Study 
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G: Wholesale & retail trade; repair of motor vehicles, motorcycles & personal 
& household goods 
H: Hotels and restaurants  
I: Transport, storage & communication 
J: Financial intermediation 
K: Real estate, renting & business activities 
L: Public administration & defence  
M: Education 
N: Health & social work  
O: Other community, social & personal service activities 
 
N.B: Category B fisheries has been excluded from the analysis. 
 

 Manufacturing sector (D - 18%) and Transport, storage & 
communication (I - 6%) identified as being at risk. 

 
 Wholesale & retail trade; repair of motor vehicles, motorcycles (G), 

Real estate, renting & business activities (K), Education (M) & 
Health & social work (N) identified as being growth sectors. 

Residents employed 
in each employment 
sector 
(Census 2001)10 

16-74 in employment = 1150 
A: 50 
B: - 
C: - 
D: 150 
E: - 
F: 50 
G: 200 
H: 50 
I: 50 
J: - 
K: 100 
L: 50 
M: 250 
N: 100 
O: 50  

Balance of jobs and 
workers11 

C: - 
D: -50 
E: - 
F: - 
G: -100 
H: - 
I: -50 
J: - 
K: -50 
L: -50 
M: - 
N: -50 
O: -50 
Total: -450  
 

Existing Retail Convenience: 5 

                                                
10 Table 3.10 in Study 
11 Table 3.11 in Study 
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Provision (number of 
units - South 
Somerset Retail 
Study 2006)12 

Comparison: 9 
Service: 5 
Misc: 1 
Vacant: 2 
Total: 22 
 
Retail Study considers Bruton to have a retail function for its surrounding 
settlements and rural areas. Ranked in group 3 of hierarchy. 

Community Service 
Provision13 

Facilities: 
Primary School 
Secondary School 
College/Further Education (private) 
Adult Education Facilities 
Nursery 
Health Centre/Dr‟s Surgery 
Pharmacy 
Dentist 
Convenience Shop 
Market/Farmer‟s Market 
Bank 
Post Office 
Skate Park 
Children‟s Playground 
Sports Pitches 
Library 
Village Hall/Community Centre 
Church 
Museum 
Public House 
 
(Note: Bruton has a swimming pool and a sports hall, but these facilities did 
not meet the criteria to be included). 
 
Bruton is identified as having more than 3 strategic functions. 

Impact of household 
size reduction on 
existing population 
levels14 

Current pop: 2950 
Existing households: 1250 
Future population: 2650 
Population decrease: -300 

Travel to Work Self 
Containment 
(Census 2001)15 

Journeys from ward: 1185 
Journeys within same ward: 545 
Self Containment: 46% (District average is 51%) 

Out commuting (2001 
Travel to Work 
Data)16 

54% 
1st: Mendip 
2nd: Wincanton  
3rd: Tower 
4th: Cary  
Bruton acts as a destination for out commuting. 

                                                
12 Table 4.1 in Study 
13 Tables 4.2 - 4.7 in Study 
14 Table 4.9 in Study 
15 Table 5.1 in Study 
16 Table 5.2 in Study 
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In commuting (2001 
Travel to Work Data) 
17 

1.0% 
1st: Cary 
2nd: Tower 
3rd: Wessex 
4th: Wincanton 

Public Transport 
Opportunities18 

Higher frequency bus services 
Cycle Network 
Rail Station 
DRT Service 
 
Access to the cycle network and a rail station suggests that Bruton is 
potentially more sustainable than other settlements. 

Indicative 
Distribution of 
Affordable Housing 
Need19 

Housing waiting list total: 37 (1.21%) 
SHMA Annual Need: 8 
 

Settlement 
Classification 
Summary 

Bruton has an identified retail and community role. 

 

BRUTON - Summary of Employment Statistics 
 
Key 
 Residual Allocations: Saved Local Plan Proposals (South Somerset Local Plan) 

 
 Gross Supply: Total supply of employment land with nothing discounted. 

 
 Net Supply: Gross supply minus the land which has been lost to other uses and land that is likely 

to be lost to other uses. 
 
 Completions: Planning permissions that have been built. 

 
 Under Construction: Planning permissions that have been implemented and construction is 

underway. 
 
 Outstanding Planning Permission: Planning permission has been awarded, but the construction 

has not commenced. 
 
 Lapsed Planning Permission: Planning permission has been awarded, no construction has 

commenced and the permission has since expired. 
 
 Employment land likely to be lost to other uses: Permission has been awarded for a use other 

than employment, but construction has not commenced. 
 
Saved Local Plan 
Proposals  
(referred to as 
„residual allocations‟) 

There are no residual allocations in Bruton.  
        

Gross Employment 
Land Supply 

Residual Allocations -      0.00 
Completions (01/04/06 to 31/03/08) -    0.00 
Under Construction (as at 31/03/08) -      0.00 
Outstanding Planning Permission (as at 31/03/08) -  0.01 
Lapsed Planning Permission (as at 31/03/08) -     0.00 

                                                
17 Table 5.3 in Study 
18 Table 5.4 in Study 
19 Table 5.7 in Study 
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Gross Supply as at 1st April 2008 -     0.01  
Net Employment Land 
Supply 

Employment land lost to other uses (01/04/06 to 31/03/08) -  0.00 
Employment land likely to be lost to other uses  
(as at 31/03/08) -      0.00 
 
Net Supply as at 1st April 2008 -     0.01 
       

Settlement Role & 
Function Study 
(Baker Associates April 
2009) 

Recommends that Bruton is an RSS Category C Settlement. 
 
Number of Jobs 
Bruton provides approximately 700 jobs which accounts for 1.1 % of all 
employment across the District, this is significantly lower than Yeovil (30,100 
& 47.4% respectively).  The study identifies 9 settlements which account for 
77% of all job provision, Bruton is one of 5 settlements (Martock, 
Templecombe, South Petherton, Bruton and Misterton/Winsham) which have 
between 700-800 jobs, the next tier below those 9 settlements which display 
a strong employment role relative to other settlements. 
 
Economically Active Population (aged 16-74) 
The District average for economically active population is 69%, this rate is a 
good indicator of employment function.  63% of Bruton‟s population are 
economically active. 
 
Bruton‟s age structure however, varies considerably from the District 
average, with a predominantly young population (38% of the total population 
are aged 0-19, compared to District average of 24%).  Based on its 
population structure, Bruton should be considered for future employment 
growth to ensure a better balance of jobs to homes and reduce travel to work 
distances. 
 
Employment Density Ratio (number of jobs to economically active 
population) 
The South Somerset average employment density is 0.86, it is considered 
that a ratio of 1:1 or slightly above indicates a good balance of jobs to 
workers.  Bruton‟s ratio is 0.60. 
 
Bruton is not considered to have an employment function. 
 

SSDC Economic 
Development 
Perspective 

It is considered that there is a shortage of industrial space in Bruton, and 
that the homes/jobs balance is wrong.  Station Road is pretty much 
developed out and existing sites are mostly fully let.  Diversity is required 
because there is no one big employer, jobs are education related and there 
is not enough variation in the employment base. 

South Somerset 
Business Perspectives 
on Property 
Workspace Survey & 
Review 
(AtisReal, March 2008) 

 18 responses were received from Bruton. 
 
 76% of respondents considered that their existing premises were 

suitable for their existing needs, but 18% of these considered that their 
situation would change over the next 2 years. 

 
 18% of the 24% of the respondents who considered that their existing 

premises were unsuitable for their current needs were trying to rectify 
the situation. 

 
 Over the longer term, 2-5 years, this view remains broadly similar, 

although suitability declines slightly. 
 
Demand by size and minimum need cannot be broken down for Bruton as it 
has been aggregated for “smaller settlements” and “rural areas”.  There is a 
minimum need for 1.06 – 1.40ha of employment land for “smaller 
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settlements” and “rural areas”.  Given the 2-5 year time frame, applying a 
factor of 4 will project a 20-year period, which equates to between 4.24 - 5.6 
hectares of land. 

BNP Paribas Real 
Estate Perspective 
(agents working with 
SSDC on Employment 
Land Review) 

It is considered that there is little commercial demand in Bruton for additional 
employment land to justify a specific allocation or sterilise land that may 
otherwise be better used for local needs, i.e. housing, affordable housing, 
community use, etc.  
 
It is considered that future demand/need for employment space, resulting in 
a need for additional employment land, would be more appropriately met 
through normal employment policies and dealt with on a case-by-case basis. 

Local Agents 
Perspectives 
(views combined) 

There is no demand for additional land in Bruton as there is sufficient land 
on the existing Station Road Trading Estate.  Bruton is not the ideal location 
for development due to its isolated position. 

Local 
Comments/Evidence 

 
To be completed by Parish … 
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Appendix 3 Example of a Settlement Growth Report incorporating “Cluster” 
Workshop Views 

BRUTON 
 
South Somerset Role and Function Study – Final Report April 2009 
 
The study indicates that Bruton should be a Development Policy „C‟ settlement. 
 
The population of the settlement was 2950 in 2001 and it is set to grow during the plan 
period to 3500 by 2026, an increase of 550 people.   
 
Bruton‟s age structure however, varies considerably from the District average, with a 

predominantly young population (38% of the total population are aged 0-19, compared to 
District average of 24%).   
 
63% of the population are economically active (aged 16-74).  Bruton is not considered to 
have an employment function at present because it has a low employment density ratio - 
0.60 compared to a District average of 0.86. 
 
The settlement also has a low level of self-containment - 46 with almost double the number 
of people travelling out of the settlement to work than within the settlement. 
 
Bruton is considered to fulfil a retail and community function for its surrounding area.  It is 
identified as having the following facilities: 
 
Education Facilities 
Primary school 
Secondary school 
College/Further Education 
(private) 
Adult Education Facilities 
Nursery 
 

Health Facilities 
Health Centre 
Pharmacy 
Dentist 
 

Retail Facilities 
Market/Farmer‟s Market 

Financial Services 
Bank 
Post Office 
 
 

Leisure Facilities  
Skate Park 
Children‟s Playground 
Sports Pitch 

Community Facilities 
Library 
Village Hall/Community 
Community Centre 
Church 
Museum 
Public house 

 
Settlement Status and Scale of Growth: 
The Town Council indicated that they would like Bruton to be a Development Policy C 
settlement. 
 
The cluster workshop showed a desire to be a Development Policy C settlement and for the 
following: 
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The priority is for family housing (3-4 bedroom houses) with some elderly persons units.  
Requirement is for approximately 200 houses, 10 of which should be supported housing for 
the elderly.  The housing will support the existing primary school. 
There is a need to diversify the economy and to prevent the further loss of employment land 
to other uses.  Requirement is for starter units (approximately 20) that can “grow” with 

businesses (sort of lifetime units). 
The development of the following community infrastructure – car parking (35 spaces), Skate 
Park and mixture of indoor and outdoor facilities. 
There is a need to retain the existing retail offer and encourage visitor accommodation. 
 
Bruton Town Council Comments: 
 
Still awaiting formal comments – have received comments from Bruton Trust, but unsure if 
these represent views of the Town Council. 
 
Bruton Trust‟s response to the cluster workshop discussions is appended to this report.  
 
Housing Deliverability/Marketability: 
 
District Council Monitoring indicates: 
Net Completions (2006/2009) = 9 
Under Construction (Autumn 2009) = 33 
Existing Commitments (not started) (Autumn 2009) = 55 
Allocated without planning permission = 0 
 
Housing Delivery over the last 5 years:  
 2004-

2005 
2005-
2006 

2006-
2007 

2007-
2008 

2008-
2009 

Total Average 
Annual 
delivery  

Number of 
dwellings 
completed 
(net) 

5 2 2 6 2 17 3.4 

 
Based on housing delivery over the last 5 years, the average annual delivery rate in Bruton 
is 3.4 dwellings per annum.   
 
If the suggested 200 houses were allocated to Bruton that would equate to 499 dwellings, 
which if averaged out would equate to 25 dwellings per year, this seems an undeliverable 
scale of growth for the settlement given past building rates. 
 
500 people (the predicted population increase over the plan period according to Baker) 
would require 236 additional dwellings (based on 2.12 people per household - Baker 
predicted figure over the plan period). 
 
The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) indicates that there is 
potentially 5.01 hectares of land, which is suitable, available and viable in Bruton and could 
accommodate in the region of 150 houses (based on approx 30 dwellings per hectare). 
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Infrastructure: 
The cluster workshops identified a need for additional indoor and outdoor sports facilities 
including a skate park.  The District Council recognises that there is a need for a multi use 
games area (MUGA) and an enhancement of the play area at Jubilee Park, as there is a 
major under provision of play areas in Bruton.  The playing pitch strategy also shows a 
shortfall in junior and mini soccer pitches.  Section 106 monies may be used to secure such 
provision. 
 
The need for additional car parking is an on-going concern of the District Council and 
additional sites are being sought, additional development may have a bearing on the ability 
to obtain additional car parking, but this would need to be through comprehensive 
redevelopment and the issue is not a strategic one to warrant allocation in the Core Strategy, 
it would need to be resolved through Development Management.    
 
From a retail perspective, national planning policy is Town Centre orientated and protection 
of Bruton‟s retail offer should be achieved by utilising these policies and those relevant 

Saved Local Plan Policies, through the Development Management process. 
  
Employment:  
The cluster workshops identified that there is a requirement for starter units (approximately 
20) that can “grow” with businesses (sort of lifetime units). 
 
Calculations suggest that 200 houses would require in the region of 1 hectare of 
employment land to meet the increased population over the plan period. 
 
Baker Associates believe that based on its population structure, Bruton should be 
considered for future employment growth to ensure a better balance of jobs to homes and 
reduce travel to work distances. 
 
South Somerset Business Perspectives on Property Workspace Survey & Review 
(AtisReal, March 2008): 
States that demand by size and minimum need cannot be broken down for Bruton as it has 
been aggregated for “smaller settlements” and “rural areas”.  There is a minimum need for 

1.06 – 1.40ha of employment land for “smaller settlements” and “rural areas”.  Given the 2-5 
year time frame, applying a factor of 4 will project a 20-year period, which equates to 
between 4.24 - 5.6 hectares of land. 
 
BNP Paribas Real Estate Perspective (agents working with SSDC on Employment 
Land Review): 
It is considered that there is little commercial demand in Bruton for additional employment 
land to justify a specific allocation or sterilise land that may otherwise be better used for local 
needs, i.e. housing, affordable housing, community use, etc.  It is considered that future 
demand/need for employment space, resulting in a need for additional employment land, 
would be more appropriately met through normal employment policies and dealt with on a 
case-by-case basis. 
 
Local Agents: 
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There is no demand for additional land in Bruton as there is sufficient land on the existing 
Station Road Trading Estate.  Bruton is not the ideal location for development due to its 
isolated position. 
 
Recommendations - Settlement Status: 
Bruton to be a Policy „C‟ settlement for the following reasons: 
The settlement is identified as having a retail and community role in the South Somerset 
Settlement Role and Function Study (April 2009).  It acts as a focal point for surrounding 
settlements. 
Identification under this policy will enable the settlement to grow and continue to expand 
modestly its identified role. 
 
Recommendations - Scale of Growth: 
Residential Development:  
Given the annual average housing delivery over the last 5 year (3.4) if this were increased to 
4 and projected forward over the remaining 16 years of the plan period, it would equate to 64 
dwellings.   
 
As Bruton is a Policy C settlement it should take additional growth, it is suggested to 
accommodate the 10 sheltered accommodation units identified by the Town Council and to 
achieve a level of growth akin to its role and function, Bruton should accommodate 120 
additional residential units, which equates to 7.5 units per annum over the remainder of the 
plan period. 
 
Employment Development: 
To encourage self-containment 1.17ha of employment land will be required for the additional 
housing growth over the plan period. 
 
Given the employment land evidence, whilst Bruton requires additional employment land, it 
will be small scale and small-scale premises can be delivered through development 
management policies. 
 
Recommendations - Location of Growth: 
The Peripheral Landscape Study identifies two locations in Bruton where the land has the 
capacity, from a landscape perspective, to accommodate built development: 
East of Frome Road - 6 hectares for residential development (180 at 30 dwph) 
West of Darkey Lane - 2 hectares for employment. 
Neither of these sites were considered through the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment, which independently looked at land identified in the Landscape Appraisal as 
having moderate capacity to accommodate built development. 
  
Officer Recommendations: 

 Bruton be identified in the Core Strategy as a RSS Category C Settlement 
 Housing Development – approximately 120 houses required to 2026.  
 Employment Development - small-scale premises to be delivered through 

development management policies. 
 Community Infrastructure - Vision statement to raise the profile of need. 
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Brief: Review of Economic, Population and Household Formation 
Projections and Implications for Housing Delivery in South Somerset 
 
1) Purpose of the study: 
1.1 The Coalition Government has confirmed that Regional Spatial Strategies 

(RSS) will be abolished in the Decentralisation and Localism Bill, and on the 
2nd July 2010 formally revoked the South West RSS.  There are a number of 
policy implications associated with the abolition of the RSS, but the most 
critical for South Somerset District Council‟s Core Strategy will be the lack of 
a housing target to refer to and on which to base the Core Strategy. 

 
1.2 The purpose of the study is to review employment growth and population and 

household formation projections to 2026.  Following this, consultants will be 
expected to establish the District‟s housing requirement taking into account 
the revised economic potential and the number of additional jobs that are 
likely to come forward in the period to 2026 and the numerical and structural 
changes in the population and households during the same timeframe. 

 
1.3 A robust housing target for the District as a whole will be required, as will 

figures split down to Yeovil SSCT, Market Town and Local Service Centre 
level. 

 
2) Background: 
2.1 The draft RSS requires the growth of at least 19,700 new homes in the South 

Somerset HMA, comprising 11,400 in Yeovil SSCT (6,400 within the existing 
urban area and a 5,000 urban extension) and the remaining 8,300 to be 
distributed across the other settlements. 

 
2.2 The District Council has in the past objected to the draft RSS housing figure 

on the basis that it was founded on an overambitious and unrealistic 
assumption of GVA growth in the region.   

     
2.3 To support the draft RSS EiP, in January 2007, Baker Associates produced 

on behalf of Somerset County Council and the Somerset Local Planning 
Authorities1 a report “Implications of ONSA Household Projections for 
Somerset” which looked at revised household projections and tested 5 
distributional scenarios.  This study concluded that over the period 2006-2026 
13,500 additional jobs would be generated across the Yeovil TTWA, and that 
the District as a whole could accommodate 16,600 additional dwellings 
between 2006-2026.   

 
2.4 South Somerset District Council accepted the figure of 16,600 dwellings 

between 2006-2026 and presented this figure at the EiP into the SW RSS.  At 
the EiP the SWRA presented a revised figure of 19,700 dwellings between 
2006-2026, the District Council objected to this figure, but it was supported by 
the Secretary of State and was retained in the Secretary of State‟s Proposed 
Modifications .   

 
2.5 The emerging distribution of employment and housing reflects this 19,700 

figure and the demise of the RSS is seen as an opportunity to review this 
figure and set a realistic local figure. 

 

                                                           
1
 South Somerset DC, Taunton Deane BC, Mendip DC, West Somerset DC and Sedgemoor BC 

   Appendix 4  Brief for Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil study
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3) Scope of study:  
3.1 To review Cambridge Econometrics employment change (and sectoral) 

forecasts for the South Somerset HMA (2006-2026) and the employment land 
calculations and assumptions in the South Somerset Employment Land 
Review (Stages 2&3) to establish the economic potential of South Somerset 
as a whole, broken down by Yeovil and the rest of the District.   

 
3.2 To review ONS population and household formation projections and analyse 

the likely implications of the demographic and other trends and assumptions 
underlying the ONS household projections for South Somerset.  Of particular 
importance to South Somerset will be the levels of in-migration, especially the 
number of people of retirement age and pre-retirement age who move into 
the District – existing sources of information will need to be examined in 
relation to this issue, for example the South West Observatory data and 
SHMAA amongst other information. 

 
3.3 To review and analyse the following existing evidence: - 

 Implications of ONS Household Projections for Somerset (Baker 
Associates, 2007) 

 RSS Employment Land Provision: Spatial Implications (Roger Tym & 
Partners, 2008) 

 Draft Yeovil Economic Assessment (Ekosgen, 2010)  
 Consider other relevant strategies, databases or bodies of research. 

 
3.4 To translate these economic, population and household formation projections 

into an emerging housing requirement for 2006-2026 to be delivered by the 
Core Strategy.   

 
3.5 To compare the emerging housing requirement with other aspirations, such 

as maintaining and raising the level of self-containment in settlements, 
delivering affordable housing, delivering the Yeovil Eco Town and 
regenerating Chard.  With regard the level of self-containment, a range of 
„self-containment options‟ for delivering economic growth will be expected. 

 
4) Key Issues to be addressed: 

4.1 Balancing housing with economic potential in Yeovil SSCT and the wider 
District.  The study should be an economic-led approach, which projects 
economic growth to 2026 and relates this to population change.    

 
4.2 Creating a sustainable mix of uses in our settlements, maintaining and raising 

the level of self-containment and thereby reducing the need to travel. 
 

5) Output: 
5.1  One CD and 3 hard copies of an illustrated ring-bound report 
 
 
6) Timescale: 

 Tender Submission  - By 5pm 10th August 2010 
 

 Appointment   - 3rd September 2010 
 

 Inception Meeting  - 2pm Tuesday 14th September 2010 
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 Report Submission - 29th October 2010 
 
Delivery of the draft report by the 29th October 2010 is necessary to tie in with 
consultation on the draft Core Strategy, if however there are operational 
reasons which would prohibit the production a thorough and comprehensive 
report in this timescale, it should be included in the submission. 

 
7) Project Management: 
7.1 The study is sponsored by the Spatial Policy Manager (Andy Foyne) with 

project management delegated to Jo Manley, Policy Planner.  
 
7.2 The project team should identify a lead consultant for the project who will be 

the main point of contact with the project manager.  
 
7.3 The contractor will be expected to maintain regular contact with the Project 

Manger and to respond in a timely fashion to communications.  
 
8) Cost: 
8.1 Components of the study should be costed and timetabled separately as 

much as practicable. The contractor must provide a breakdown of costs for 
each of the major elements of the study including expected time spent on the 
work, personnel involved and rates charged. The contractor should cost in 
days for attendance at project inception meeting and at a first draft stage 
meeting.  

 
8.2 The Council will retain 10% of the overall fee for 3 months following the 

completion of the study to allow for assessment of the quality, completeness 
and consistency of the work. A project payment plan of 20% payment upon 
completion of research, 35% upon completion of the draft report and 35% in 
receipt of the final report is proposed, but can be negotiated on receipt of 
reasoned argument.   

 
8.3 Fixed price quotes should be all inclusive (VAT charge should be shown 

separately). The contractor will be responsible for any public indemnity of 
public liability insurance costs.  

 
9) Submission Details  
9.1 Consultants are invited to submit a quotation for this work and are asked to 

provide a submission providing the following information: 
 

a) Details of the methodology to carry out the Brief, taking into consideration 
the relevant aspects of the project;  

b) A detailed timetable for the work; 
c) Details of the consultant project team to be involved, including relevant 

experience in producing similar studies and the proportion of time that 
they will spend on the study; 

d) Two contacts for references relevant to the study; 
e) Professional indemnity insurance details and, if appropriate, public liability 

insurance; 
f) Confirmation that the carrying out of this work would not give rise to 

conflicts with the other clients‟ interests. 
 
9.2 No quotation will be considered unless it covers all of the points listed within 

paragraph 9.1. 
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9.3 Three copies of the Quotation submission must be returned to: 
 

Jo Manley 
Policy Planner 
The Council Offices 
Brympton Way 
Yeovil 
Somerset 
BA20 2HT. 

 
9.4 Quotations must be submitted in a plain sealed envelope with the words “ „DO 

NOT OPEN – Sealed Quotation for ‟Review of Economic and Population 
Projections and Implications for Housing Delivery for South Somerset‟ and 
only to be opened by Jo Manley on 27th August 2010.” 

 
9.5 The envelope must be returned by 5pm Tuesday 10th August 2010.  No 

quotation received after this time and date shall be considered, unless there 
is clear evidence that it was posted by first class post at least the day before 
quotations were due to be received. 

 
9.6 The successful Consultants will be notified by Friday 3rd September 2010 

and work is expected to start immediately. 
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Proposed Settlement Hierarchy and scale of Growth (Housing & Employment) 
 
Yeovil 
Proposed settlement status – SSCT;  
Total housing commitments as at Autumn 2009 - 3725 
Residual additional Housing provision (additional to existing commitments including allocations) - 7675 
Location of development – 3 options; pending review upon receipt of Historic Environmental Assessment 
 
Primary and Local Service Centres 
 

 

         Chard Crewkerne Ilminster Wincanton Somerton Castle Langport/ 
Huish Cary 

Ansford 

Ilchester South
Petherton 

Martock Bruton Milborne
Port 

Stoke Other Total

Proposed 
Settlement 
Status 

B               B B B B B C C C C C C C N/A

Total Housing 
Commitment 
at Autumn 
2009  (1) 
 

1863               928 191 703 219 238 182 1 145 96 97 199 5 1199 6066

Residual  
additional 
Housing 
Provision 
(Additional to 
existing 
commitments 
including 
allocations) 
(2) 

328               100 340 350 281 262 118 150 0 150 120 100 50 0 2349

Total 
 

2191               1028 531 1053 500 500 300 151 145 246 217 299 55 1199 8415

Proposed 
Location of 
Development 
(3) 

As in 
master 
plan 
drafted 
by 
“LDA” 
Consult
ants 

Mainly on 
existing 
allocations 

East of 
Shudrick 
Lane and 
to north 

To west of 
town 

To west 
of 
Somerto
n (adj 
Langport 
Road) 

To north 
and west 
and north 
and east 

To north 
and east 
away 
from 
constrain
ts 

To north 
of the 
town 

N/A   To east
or south 
of town 

 Partly in 
urban 
frame 
work but 
some 
will be 
beyond 
urban 
fringe  

On 
periphery 
with no 
specific 
location 

Disperse
d around 
the 
village 

N/A

 

                  Appendix 5 Extract from papers presented to Area Workshops (July 5-8th 2010)
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Emerging Employment Land Requirement (B1, B2 & B8) 
 
Yeovil 
Employment Land Required for Settlement (B1, B2 & B8) – 72 hectares 
Employment Land Commitment at March 2008 – 38.78 hectares  
Difference between requirement and supply – -33.22 hectares 
33.5 ha required of which 31 will be in the Eco Town. Continue to save Bunford Lane for development. 
 
Primary and Local Service Centres 
 

       Chard Crewkerne Ilminster Wincanton Somerton Castle
Cary / 
Ansford 

Langport/ 
Huish 

Ilchester South 
Petherton 

Martock Bruton Milborne
Port 

Stoke Other Total

Proposed 
Settlement 
Status 

B               B B B B B C C C C C C C N/A

Employment   
Land 
Requirement 
for settlement 
(B1,B2,B8) 
(4) 
 

15 ha (5) 6 ha 6 ha 7.27 ha 2.77 ha 2.85 ha 2.02 ha 1.04 ha 0.77 ha 1.52 ha 1.17 ha 1.81 ha 0.34 ha N/A 120.56 
ha 

Employment 
land 
commitment 
(at March 
2010) 

16.39 ha 10.95 ha 23.59 ha 5.81 ha 1.91 ha 10.09 ha 0.69 ha 0.44 ha 0.0 ha 2.14 ha 0.56 ha 0.04 ha 0.0 ha 
N/A 

 111.39
ha 

Difference 
between 
requirement 
and supply 

1.39  4.95  17.59  - 1.46 - 0.86 7.24 ha - 1.33 -0.6 ha -0.77 ha 0.62 -0.61ha -1.77 ha -0.34 ha   

Emerging 
employment 
land 
requirement 
(B1,B2, 
B8)(6) 

Oversupp
ly justified 
by Key 
Site. 
Continue 
to save 
Key Site 
comprisin
g 13ha. 
6 ha 
required 
for post 
plan 
period. 

Oversup
ply 
justified 
by Key 
Site. 
Continue 
to save 
Key Site 
comprisin
g 
10.53ha. 

Oversupply 
justified by 
strategic 
location 
and 
reduction 
of out 
commuting
.  Continue 
to save 
employme
nt 
allocations. 

1.5 ha to 
promote 
self 
containe
d growth 

1 ha to 
promote 
self 
containe
d growth 

No obvious 
shortage due 
to 
development 
of  the pet 
food factory, 
town now 
requires 
some 
additional 
land for 
future 
choice. 

1.5 ha to 
promote 
self 
containe
d growth 

1 ha to 
promot
e self 
contain
ed 
growth 

1 ha to 
promote 
self 
containe
d growth 

Sufficien
t land to 
cater for 
identified 
need.  
This is a 
minimu
m and 
addition
al land 
can 
come 
forward. 

1 ha to 
promote 
self 
containe
d 
growth.  
Evidenc
e locally 
of need 
for 
starter 
units 

2 ha to 
promote 
self 
containe
d growth. 
Evidence 
locally of 
need for 
starter 
units 

0.5 to 
promote 
self 
containe
d growth 
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Settlement Status Justification 
 
Primary Service Centres (B) 
 
WINCANTON 
Wincanton should be a Market Town because: 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such. 
• It has a strategic role in the provision of shopping, cultural, education, health, 

leisure and financial services and serves a wide catchment including 
settlements beyond the District boundary 

• The town is identified as one of the nine settlements across the District, which 
account for 77% of all job provision and therefore displays a strong 
employment role relative to other settlements. 

 
CHARD 
Chard should be a Market Town because: 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• It is the second largest settlement in the District. 
• It has a strategic role with a wide range of facilities that serve the town and 

the surrounding area including, employment opportunities, secondary school, 
health facilities, sports facilities, financial services and retail offer. 

• Chard is currently the second main settlement for employment, it provides 
approximately 5,400 jobs which accounts for 8.5 % of all employment across 
the District and is identified as being a strategically significant employment 
location. 

 
CREWKERNE 
Crewkerne should be a Market Town because: 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• It plays a strategic role in the provision of shopping, cultural, education, 

health, leisure and financial services within a wide catchment area 
• The town is identified in the South Somerset Employment Land Review as 

being a strategically significant employment location 
• Identification under this policy will enable the settlement to grow, increase 

levels of self-containment and continue to provide services to meet the needs 
of the existing and surrounding communities. 

 
SOMERTON 
Somerton should be a Market Town because: 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• It has a strong employment role having the 7th highest jobs total in district 
• It has a range of identified retail and community facilities, including the 

'strategic' facilities of a defined retail centre and library, health centre and 
dentists 

• There are primary school facilities and secondary school provision is at Huish 
Episopi, 4 miles away. 

•  It is felt important that strategic growth in the north of the district is provided, 
and that Somerton is able to provide for such growth. 

 
CASTLE CARY/ANSFORD 
Castle Cary and Ansford should be a Market Town because: 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such. 
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• It has a strategic role in the provision of shopping, cultural and public services 
that meet the needs of the settlement and the surrounding area. 

• The settlement has a settlement school serving a wide catchment 
• The town has an already wide employment base including the Royal Canin 

factory and serves a wide catchment area including across District boundary 
but could benefit from a broader range of employment opportunities assisting 
greater self containment 

• Castle Cary has a mainline railway station with good sustainable transport 
links to the South West and London. 

 
ILMINSTER 
Ilminster should be a Market Town because: 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• It has a strategic role in the provision of shopping, cultural and financial 

services  
• The town is identified in the South Somerset Employment Land Review as 

being a strategically significant employment location  
• The town is identified as one of the nine settlements across the District, which 

account for 77% of all job provision and therefore displays a strong 
employment role relative to other settlements 

• The town provides a wide range of additional facilities that serve the town and 
the surrounding area including health facilities. 

 
Local Service Centres (C) 
 
BRUTON 
Bruton should be a Local Service Centre because: 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• Whilst it has a strategic education role, providing wide-ranging of facilities 

from nursery through to private college/further education, it primarily has a 
local role in the provision of services and facilities. 

• It provides a range of facilities that serve itself and surrounding parishes 
including, health centre, pharmacy, dentist, Post Office, bank, library and 
recreation and other community facilities. 

 
ILCHESTER 
Ilchester should be a Local Service Centre because: 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• It has strong employment role relative to other settlements by virtue of the 

RNAS 
• It has an identified retail and community roles serving a wide catchment. 

  
LANGPORT/HUISH EPISCOPI 
Langport should be a Local Service Centre because: 

• The settlement has an existing role as a market town as identified in the 
South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) but has significant 
constraints on future growth, particularly flooding which would restrict the 
ability to provide for future growth and thus local service centre status would 
be appropriate. 

• It possesses a variety of community facilities including health centre, library, 
banks and range of shops including a supermarket 

• It contains a secondary school with sports hall for public use 
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MARTOCK  
Martock should be a Local Service Centre because: 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• It has an identified retail and community role serving the surrounding 

settlements 
• It has a variety of shops and facilities, including a doctor’s surgery, pharmacy, 

optician, dentist, primary school and a supermarket identified as of a strategic 
nature 

• It provides employment opportunities for Martock and the surrounding area an 
has a high level of travel to work self containment (30.8%) 

• It has a higher frequency bus services to higher order settlements 
 
MILBORNE PORT 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• It has a local role with a range of facilities that serve itself and surrounding 

parishes including, a primary school, nursery, health centre/Dr’s surgery, 
pharmacy, foodstore, Post Office, library and recreation and other community 
facilities. 

• It has a higher frequency bus services to higher order settlements 
 
SOUTH PETHERTON 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• South Petherton has an identified retail and community role 
• Variety of shops and facilities, including primary school, hospital, doctor’s 

surgery, pharmacy and library. It is identified as having more than 1 strategic 
function 

• It provides employment opportunities for South Petherton and the surrounding 
area and has a high level of travel to work self-containment (36%) 

• It has a higher frequency bus service 
 
STOKE SUB HAMDON 
Stoke sub Hamdon should be a Local Service Centre because:- 

• It is identified in the South Somerset Role and Function Study (2009) as such 
• It contains a good range of facilities including a health centre, pharmacy, 

dentist, primary and secondary schools, shops, sports hall, playing pitches 
and play facilities to support the community for local needs 

• It has strategic facilities catering for surrounding settlements such as the 
secondary school, supermarket and sports hall with catchments areas 
extending beyond Stoke Sub Hamdon 

• There are higher frequency bus services, links to cycle network and access to 
demand responsive travel opportunities 

• Limited growth would support economic activity and the growth of local 
services, would meet identified local affordable housing needs and would 
promote greater self-containment of the community 
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Yeovil’s Urban Extension;  
Direction for Growth 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
F
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The following boxes summaries the positive and negative effects for each of
the three Yeovil Growth options emerging from the Sustainability Appraisal
process. Early work shows that the Barwick/ Keyford option is the preferred
direction for growth as the positives are considered to outweigh the negative
effects. It should be noted that formal identification of the preferred direction
for growth is subject to the outcome of the Yeovil Historic Environmental
Assessment, which is due for completion in late June.  
 

igure 1: Yeovil Urban Extension Areas of Search  
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Option 1: Over Compton / West Dorset (South & East of Yeovil) 
  
Positives 
 The Highways Authority considers option acceptable. 
 Option is located in an area of medium to high capacity to accommodate 

built development from a landscape perspective. 
 Option is located in close proximity to the Yeovil Penn Mill Trading 

Estate encouraging local employment opportunities. 
 Option benefits from close proximity to Yeovil Penn Mill Train Station 

maximising opportunities for sustainable commuting.  
 Option presents an opportunity to establish a figure of eight bus route 

between the outlining stations, town centre and Urban Extension. 
 
Negatives  
 Option is located in West Dorset and will involve significant cross border 

working arrangements.  
 Option will impact on the separate identity of the nearby villages of Over 

Compton & Bradford Abbas. Note: settlement coalescence will be 
avoided.  
 Option will have a negative impact on local biodiversity including resident 

bat populations.  
 Option has unknown transport implications having not been surveyed by 

Somerset County Council Transport Department. 
 Option is located largely on a west facing sloping offering only limited 

opportunities to maximise passive solar gain. 
 Option constrained in part by flooding. 
 Option is constrained by a single A road access. 
 Option is located in close proximity to Newton Surmaville a Grade I 

Listed Building a designated Historic Park and Garden. 
 Option is constrained by steep topography. 
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Option 2: Barwick / Keyford (South of Yeovil) 
  

Positives 
 The Highways Authority considers option acceptable. 
 Option is considered viable by Somerset County Council Transport 

Department.   
 Option is located in close proximity to Goldstones Leisure Centre and 

the Yeovil Country Park maximising opportunities to encourage healthy 
living.  
 Option offers an opportunity to redress the secondary education in-

balance within the town. 
 Option is located a short distance from the town centre (albeit via 

Hendford hill which will form a barrier) this option is considered to offer 
opportunities for walking and cycling. 
 Option would facilitate linkages to the National Cycle Network Route 24.
 Option is located on a south facing slope maximising opportunities for 

passive solar gain and energy saving measures through passivehauz 
standards.  
 Option is located in an area of medium to high capacity to accommodate 

built development from a landscape perspective.  
 Option is located in close proximity to the Lynx West Trading Estate and 

Agusta Westlands encouraging local employment opportunities.  
 Option will bring Yeovil Junction Station into the Yeovil Urban Area 

encouraging greater sustainable commuting. Option also offers links with 
Yeovil Penn Mill Station.  
 Option presents an opportunity to enhance Yeovil Country Park as an 

Urban Park maximising community use.  
 Option presents an opportunity to establish a figure of eight bus route 

between the outlining stations, town centre and Urban Extension.  
 
Negatives 
 Option will result in a loss of Grade 1 agricultural land.  
 Option is located in close proximity to Barwick Country House a Grade 

II* Listed Building and Newton Surmaville a Grade I Listed Building, both 
houses are designated Historic Parks and Gardens. 
 Option will impact on the separate identity of the nearby villages of North 

Coker, Barwick and Stoford. Note: settlement coalescence will be 
avoided.  
 Option will have a negative impact on local biodiversity including resident 

bat populations.  
 Option is constrained by steep topography. 
 Option constrained in part by flooding. 
 Option is constrained by a single A road access. 
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Option 3: Brympton / Coker (South & West of Yeovil) 
  

Positives 
 The Highways Authority considers option acceptable. 
 Option is considered viable by Somerset County Council Transport 

Department.   
 Option is located on low-grade agricultural land.  
 Option is not unduly constrained by flooding. 
 Option is located on an area of medium to high capacity to 

accommodate built development from a landscape perspective. 
 Option has easy access to cycle routes encouraging healthy lifestyle 

choices. 
 

Negatives  
 Option will have a negative impact on local biodiversity including resident 

bat populations. 
 Option is located in close proximity to Brympton D’Evercy Manor House 

a Grade I Listed Building and designated Historic Park & Garden as well 
as West Coker Manor.  
 Option is not located near any mainline Railway Stations and would not 

encourage sustainable commuting opportunities.  
 Option presents few opportunities to establish viable bus routes.  
 Option is located largely on a north-facing slope offering only limited 

opportunities to maximise passive solar gain. 
 Option is constrained by a single A road access. 
 Option is badly related to the town centre.  
 Option will result in the loss of Grade 1 agricultural land. 
 Option will impact on the separate identity of the nearby villages of 

Odcombe, East Coker and West Coker. Note: settlement coalescence 
will be avoided.  
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Appendix 6 Example of a Committee Report that went to the Area Committees 
to inform debate on scale and distribution of growth 

 
Area West Committee Report (18th August 2010) 
  
6.  South Somerset Draft Core Strategy Incorporating Preferred Options, 
Recommendations for District Executive Consideration  
 
Purpose of the Report  
 
To provide members with a review of their workshop on the South Somerset Draft Core 
Strategy and to seek further comments and confirmation of the recommendations to District 
Executive in respect of each of the draft proposals and policies considered there. The 
Workshop notes and recommendations from the other three Area workshops are presented 
for context and to present potential conflicts of views or additional points for consideration 
and reconsideration. Additional policies emerging from review of the revoked Regional 
Spatial Strategy (RSS) are also presented for member consideration.  
 
Public Interest  
 
The notes of the Area Workshop held on 5th July 2010 to consider the emerging proposals 
and policies of the draft Core Strategy incorporating preferred options are presented for 
member approval. The recommendations emerging from the workshop on key matters are 
formally phrased and presented for member endorsement for subsequent consideration by 
the District Executive along with additional policies emerging from review of the revoked 
Regional Spatial Strategy.  
 
Recommendations  
 
That members:  
(1)  affirm the notes of the Area West Workshop on the Draft Core Strategy of 5th July 

2010;  
(2)  endorse the recommendations set out within the notes of the workshop as the 

Committee’s formal recommendations on the principal proposals and policies of the 
draft Core Strategy;  

(3)  note and endorse the Settlement Strategy policies not discussed at the workshop 
(Policies SS1 and SS3-5) as set out within Appendix A;  

(4)  endorse the Health and Wellbeing policies tabled for consideration at the Workshop 
(Appendix F);  

(5)  endorse revised policy EP15 set out in Appendix G;  
(6)  endorse the additional policies proposed for the draft Core Strategy emerging from 

review of the revoked Regional Spatial Strategy (Appendix H).  
 
Background  
 
The District Council has a statutory duty to produce a Local Development Framework for 
South Somerset based on thorough evidence, the Core Strategy being the principal 
document of the Framework. Consultation took place on the Core Strategy Issues and 
Options Report in Spring 2008 with District Executive considering the responses received in 
December 2009. Throughout this period and since then the evidence base used to inform 
the emerging policies and proposals has developed, including a ‘front-loading’ consultation 
exercise with Town and Parish Councils at the end of 2009 to establish initial 
views/consensus on how growth should be distributed throughout the District to 2026. Most 
recently, based on the evidence so far gathered, the Spatial Policy Team has been drafting 
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policies, proposals and supporting text for inclusion in the ‘South Somerset Draft Core 
Strategy incorporating Preferred Options’, which is to be considered by District Executive 
(DX) on 2 September 2010 for endorsement for public consultation this autumn. Where 
appropriate, the policies and proposals have been subject to sustainability appraisal. Prior to 
consideration by DX, workshops were arranged for relevant council officers and for each of 
the Area Committees to provide all members with the opportunity in that forum to consider 
and discuss the draft proposals and policies.  
 
Report  
 
The Area West Committee workshop was held on 5th July 2010 in the Stringfellow Room, 
Holyrood Lace Mill, Chard. Members were provided with an update on progress to date with 
preparation of the Core Strategy and the implications of the revocation and impending 
abolition of Regional Spatial Strategies on the Core Strategy. Officers then outlined the 
proposed vision, settlement hierarchy and strategic policies, together with the growth 
proposals within the West Area, with Members providing feedback thereon. The papers 
considered at the workshop are reprinted in Appendix A for convenience. (Appendix A is a 
large document and has been distributed separately with the agenda to members and 
key officers only. Additional hard copies are available on request. It is also available 
on the Council’s website). The feedback from the Area West Committee workshop 
including draft recommendations for endorsement is attached at Appendix B. These 
recommendations are set out in respect of:  

 Scale of development  
 Vision, settlement hierarchy and individual settlement strategies  
 Rural settlement policy  
 Policies under each of the themes:  

 Housing  
 Economic Prosperity  
 Transport Accessibility  
 Health and Well-Being  
 Environmental Quality  

The Settlement Strategy policies SS1 to SS5 (but not SS2 the rural settlement policy) were 
not discussed at the Area Workshop and members attention is drawn to these in the relevant 
section of Appendix A and affirmation of these is sought.  
 
Views of Other Area Workshops  
Feedback from each of the other Area Committees is also attached at Appendices C, D and 
E for information and comparison. There is broad agreement amongst members of the 
different Areas on the key proposals and policies. Members’ attention however is drawn to 
the following matters where there is some difference of view on substantive matters:-  

 2 areas seek a phasing policy to ensure employment development proceeds in pace 
with housing (new policy).  

 1 area wishes to call Primary Service Centres (Policy B settlements in RSS) and 
Local Service Centres (Policy C settlements in RSS) Market towns and small country 
towns respectively (Policy SS1 and elsewhere).  

 1 area seeks Gypsy and Traveller sites to be limited to 3 pitches in size (Policy HG7).  
 2 areas seek a sustainable tourism promotion policy (new policy).  
 2 areas expressed concerns with the level of sustainability being promoted in 

addressing climate change (Policy EQ1).  
 
In relation to these differences members may wish to review their responses on these 
matters.  
 
Health and Well Being policies  
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These policies were tabled at the workshop for subsequent consideration and are attached 
at Appendix F for member consideration and endorsement.  
 
Policy EP15; Protection and provision of local shops, community facilities and services  
Reference was made at the Area Workshop to further work with officers within the authority 
in order to enable Policy EP15 to better reflect the possibilities of local communities getting 
together to secure the future of key community facilities where commercial re-letting or 
purchase is looking unlikely. This work has been concluded and an amended policy is put 
forward in Appendix G for member consideration and endorsement.  
 
Further Work and Other Matters  
 
During the course of the Area West and other workshops the following further work to be 
taken forward by the Spatial Policy Manager and his team was identified:  

 Policy TA7 parking standards were agreed to be initially the responsibility of 
Somerset County Council who are reviewing them as part of their Future Transport 
Plan with a draft publication date of November 2010. The SSDC policy on parking 
standards would cross refer to these emerging standards and their adoption by 
SSDC but the Spatial Policy Manager is required to engage early with the County 
Council staff to ensure that emerging policies reflect member concerns and to keep 
members informed accordingly. A review of this approach would be needed if a 
divergence of views emerges during this process.  
 

 A confirmation of the brownfield and therefore greenfield development targets (Policy 
HG6) was required (prior to consideration by District Executive).  
 

 A review of revised national regulations on houses in multiple occupation and issues 
emerging within South Somerset towns was to be undertaken to see whether a new 
policy on such homes was needed (for member consideration prior to finalisation of 
the Publication Plan - for submission for examination).  
 

 A review of density standards and evidence of applied density standards and their 
impact is required for further consideration of policy HG 5 (for member consideration 
prior to finalisation of the Publication Plan - for submission for examination).  

 
Revocation of the South West Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS)  
 
The revocation of the South West Regional Spatial Strategy on 5 July 2010 requires the 
review of the Housing Growth target for the district set out within the RSS and this issue was 
specifically discussed at the workshop and recommendations on this matter are presented in 
Appendix B. The revocation has also required a review of policies within it to see whether 
policy areas previously covered by the RSS now require a specific policy to be set out in the 
draft Core Strategy. Proposed policies emerging from this process are set out in Appendix 
H for members’ consideration.  
 
Financial Implications  
 
There are no financial implications associated with this report.  
 
Corporate Priority Implications  
 
The Core Strategy is a key strategy with proposals and policies that are central to delivering 
the Corporate Strategy across all 5 key themes.  
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Carbon Emissions & Adapting to Climate Change Implications (NI188)  
 
The Core strategy contains a specific policy on climate change adaptation and mitigation 
and the settlement hierarchy and strategy has taken account of the need to control CO2 
generation as a key determinant.  
 
Equality and Diversity Implications  
 
None.  
 
Background Papers:  

Papers presented to Area Workshops 
– 5th to 8th July 2010  
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AW 
 
Appendix B 
 

‘DRAFT CORE STRATEGY INCORPORATING PREFERRED OPTIONS’:  
AREA WEST COUNCILLOR WORKSHOP 

 
 

5th July 2010, Stringfellow Room, Chard 
 
Attendees 
 
Members: 
 

Area Development West Team:

Kim Turner Andrew Gillespie 
Jenny Kenton Zoë Harris 
Dave Bulmer Rob Murray 
Nigel Mermagen  
Ros Roderigo Spatial Policy Team 
Angie Singleton  
Andrew Turpin  
Ric Pallister  
Geoff Clarke  
 
 
Session 1 – Scale Of Development 
 
Points emerging: 
 
16,600 dwellings 2006 - 2026 (District wide): 
• 8,400 dwellings in ‘B’ and ‘C’ settlements. 
• 8,200 dwellings in Yeovil. 
• Provisional figures subject to review of Baker Associates’ work on population, 

housing and economic projections. 
 
Are members happy with 16,600? 
• Potential problems of localism, general support for low levels of growth. 
• Community pressure. 
• Petitions. 
• Difficult to visualise 16,600and its relationship to employment provision.  
 
Evidence is key: 
• Baker study on employment led growth. 
• Infrastructure, key sites will remain with supporting infrastructure. 
• Parish Cluster Meetings general support for growth proposed. 
• Local businesses want to stay and grow. 
 
 
AREA WEST RECOMMENDATION TO DX ON SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT: 
 
General support for a provisional figure of 16,600 subject to consultation and 
further evidence gathering (including economic and household projections). 

 
 

Meeting: AW04A 10:11 6 Date: 18.08.10 
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Session 2 – Vision, Settlement Hierarchy And Settlement Discussion 
 
Points emerging: 
 
Chard Sub Group: 
 

• Supportive of Vision. 
• Support settlement hierarchy. 
• Concern at the loss of the phrase ‘Market Town’ – don’t like ‘service centres’ – 

Chard is a town and would like this phrase in its description. 
• Growth of ageing population is a concern – concern around provision of care for 

the growing elderly population. 
• General support for Chard growth option 3 – supported by Area West. 
• Concern about town centre, delivery of retail, suitable premises, viable business. 
• Support ‘B’ status and growth levels in the settlement hierarchy. 
• Transport interchange. 
• Reopen Chard train station. Why: economic benefits to import and export and 

skills.  Estimated cost is £1 million. 
• Important to ensure the delivery of affordable housing. 

 
 
AREA WEST RECOMMENDATION TO DX ON CHARD: 
 

• Supports Market Town (‘Policy B’) status 
• Supports Growth Option 3 with phased number of 2191 dwellings by end of 

plan period. 
 
 
Crewkerne Sub Group: 
 
Vision 

• Shortage of skilled labour 
• No control over infrastructure, therefore difficult to balance with growth 
• Funding for infrastructure – difficult/out of sync 
• NB needs to be fully serviced 

 
Settlement Hierarchy 

• Broad consensus 
• Future of Crewkerne 

o Possible demand for housing 
o But not necessarily employment 
o Flexible approach 
o but concern about incremental development will not generate sufficient 

revenue to fund major transport/road network improvements leading to 
congestion and Provision of new schools 

• Names of policy B and C settlements Should be market towns and small country 
towns 

 
 
AREA WEST RECOMMENDATION TO DX ON CREWKERNE: 
 

• Supports Market Town (‘Policy B’) status and broadly happy with scale of 
growth to 2026 (as long as infrastructure is provided as and when). 

 
 

Meeting: AW04A 10:11 7 Date: 18.08.10 
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AW 
• If Key Site fails will need to restrict growth of Crewkerne to existing 

commitments. 
 
 
Ilminster Sub Group: 
 

• Support for Vision 
• Support for settlement hierarchy  
• Ilminster has already had over 400 houses with very little contribution towards the 

infrastructure. 
• The Doctors Surgery is a prime example, no idea if this will ever be built. 
• Ilminster needs a balance – housing versus employment/facilities (i.e. school). 
• Employment allocation - loss of employment land due to flooding constraints – 

now to be a nature reserve. 
• Allocated employment land well placed. 
• No more housing until employment comes forward. 
• Protection for retail. 
• Main concern is how to ensure that employment comes forward before any more 

housing is built and to ensure that existing retail frontages are protected. 
 
 
AREA WEST RECOMMENDATION TO DX ON ILMINSTER: 
 

• Supports Market Town (‘Policy B’) status. 
• Supports scale of employment and housing growth. 
• Seeks phasing policy to obtain employment provision prior to housing 

development. 
 
 
AREA WEST RECOMMENDATION TO DX ON VISION AND SETTLEMENT 
HIERARCHY 
 
Supports both but Vision should explain requirement for infrastructure to be 
provided in consort with housing development. 
 
 
Session 3 – Rural Settlements Policy 
 
Points emerging: 
 

• Struggle with the concept of not allowing some growth in villages especially where 
buses are available. 

• Settlement clusters should be looked at. 
• Develop supporting text to make it crystal clear re cluster being justification for 

sustainable development. 
• Argument for piggy backing for rural exceptions. 
• Whole life occupancy to address the needs of ageing local society. 

 
 
AREA WEST RECOMMENDATION TO DX ON RURAL SETTLEMENT POLICY: 
 
Supports Policy and seeks emphasis in text for case for sustainable development 
to be made also in relation to appropriate village clusters. 
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Session 4 – Theme Discussion 
 
 
Draft 

Policy 
Session 1 
Feedback 

Session 2 
Feedback 

Recommendation 
to DX 

HOUSING 

HG1 General support. General support. support 
HG2 General support. General support. support 
HG3 • Concern that negotiations on 

affordable housing should 
take a firm line. 

• Any commuted sums to be 
retained for use in that 
settlement. 

• Financial contributions 
should be required on all 
housing developments – 
even one property. 

• Ring fence commuted 
sums to geographic 
area/cluster. 

Amend policy to reflect 
comments 

HG4 • Query re standards of 
Disability Act – lifetime build? 

• All sites (large or small) 
should be in keeping with 
surrounding area (2nd para). 

General support. support 

HG5 • Last para – circumstances? – 
need good justification. 

• Can only control use of best 
agricultural land for housing. 

Reference should be made 
to the fact that good design 
can lead to good quality 
high density development. 

support 

HG6 General support. General support. support 
HG7 General support. Last bullet comment – type 

of business important. 
support 

HG8 General support. If extensions to a property 
result in that property being 
of a type that does not 
meet local need then 
potentially it could still 
become a second home. 

support 

HG9 Important policy is beefed up. General support. support 
HG10 Important policy is beefed up. • Can’t sell so these 

dwellings are becoming 
rental – therefore do 
provide local resource. 

• Not restrictive about who 
occupies but tie to sale. 

Amend policy to reflect 
comments 

ECONOMIC PROSPERITY 

EP1  • 15ha for Chard reflects 
LDA work. Is 15ha 
enough? (considered to 
be so 

• Phasing/delivery is key 
in Chard. 

support 

EP2  • Employment site ‘Canal 
Way’ missing from list. 
Threat from residential 
development.  

• Should these smaller 
sites be regarded as 
strategic? Not size but 

Amend policy to reflect 
comments 
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Draft 

Policy 
Session 1 
Feedback 

Session 2 
Feedback 

Recommendation 
to DX 

strategic.  
• Not name sites? Just 

refer to ‘saved’ sites. 
EP3 New policy – sequential test is 

relevant as applied in policy 
 support 

EP4 • Retention/safeguarding of 
employment land 

• Feel policy protects against 
housing 

 support 

EP5, 6 
& 8 

• Consider that live/work units 
do not work 

• Long term strategy to convert 
to housing 

 support 

EP6 • What is the number of people 
who work from home? 

• Hidden employment 

 support 

EP9 -
13 

 • Retail, if at full capacity 
what happens? 

• Redevelopment options. 
• Size of units should be 

flexible. 
• Retail frontage policy is 

limited. Area aspiration 
to safeguard all retail 
frontage 

• Policy to maintain retail 
sector. 

Amend policy to reflect 
comments 

EP13 & 
14 

Sets a maximum capacity for 
retail floorspace 

 support 

EP15 Protects local shops & 
community facilities 

 Review in light of 
further officer 
clarification of policy 

TRANSPORT AND ACCESSIBILITY 

TA1 • promote modal shift 
• (vii) planning obligation, open 

to negotiation 
• subsidise bus fares? – 

covered by Green Travel 
voucher 

• Low carbon policy. 
• Smart cars, discounts. 
• Fares are a commercial 

issue. 
• Bring in community to 

travel e.g. timetables 
planning. 

• Local Parishes work 
together. 

support 

TA2 Yeovil based policy  Not considered 
TA3 Yeovil based policy  Not considered 
TA4 • Chard badly needs a 

transport interchange 
• v cycling & walking 

encouraged 
• short cycle routes with no end 

points 
• personal travel plans – good 

take up 

• Chard. Bus timetables. 
The routing of buses. 
Double frequency of 
routes 

support 
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Draft 

Policy 
Session 1 
Feedback 

Session 2 
Feedback 

Recommendation 
to DX 

TA5 - 6  • Cover whole district. 
• Who owns new bus 

shelter? Parish and 
Town Councils will 
need contribution 
towards maintenance. 

• LED – display of traffic 
information. 

• County wide parking 
strategy. Draft is 
behind schedule, now 
due in November. 

support 

TA6 • Out of hours bus service – 
difficult issue 

• Is this appropriate to all 
development?`  

 support 

TA7 • Parking standards – County work 
is behind timetable, will use old 
standards until replaced 
(November) 

• Police/enforcement of parking 
restrictions 

• Make a decision on parking 
standards in November when 
draft county standards published 

 Support policy but 
review policy in light 
of emerging County 
policies and 
standards in LTP3 
Future Transport 
Plan (due November 
10) 

HEALTH AND WELL-BEING 

HW1 • Should request contributions on 
all development. 

• Need timescale S106. 

 See below 

HW2 • Needs depend on settlement, 
larger - may need theatres, 
smaller – village halls. 

• Must ensure contributions go to 
relevant settlements. 

 See below 

Health 
and 
Well 
Being 
policies 

  Review in the light of 
latest policy drafts 
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Draft 
Policy 

Session 1 
Feedback 

Session 2 
Feedback 

Recommendation 
to DX 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

EQ1  • Expand section on 
sustainable drainage 
systems – need to be 
maintained, must make 
provision for this (S106 
contributions). 

• Can encourage Code 
level 3 but can’t require.  
Should be current 
Building Regulation 
standards. 

• Any requirement should 
be for all development 
not just ‘major’ – Officer 
highlighted national 
policy does not support 
this. 

Amend policy to reflect 
comments 

EQ2  • Climate change is a 
fundamental result of 
design/orientation. 

• Need to include 
layout/orientation in 
policy. 

• Can’t live in past – must 
minimise energy 
consumption. 

Amend policy to reflect 
comments 

EQ3  General support. support 
EQ4  General support. support 
EQ5  General support. support 
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Appendix 7 Extract from District Executive Report (2nd September 2010) illustrating recommended changes to the overall 
scale and distribution of growth 

FINAL RECOMMENDED PROPOSAL S AND POLICIES (AND COMPARISON AGAINST PROPOSALS AND POLICIES DRAFTED FOR 
AREA WORKSHOP CONSIDERATION) 

Draft Proposal/Policy (as presented to Area Workshops in July 2010) Final Recommended Proposal/Policy 
 (NEW POLICY SS3: DISTRICT WIDE HOUSING PROVISION) 

Provision will be made for sufficient development to meet an overall District 
requirement of about 16,600 dwellings in the plan period April 2006 to March 
2026 inclusive. Some 8,400 dwelling provision will be made for the Primary 
and Local Service Centres and any provision in other settlements justifiable 
on grounds of enhanced sustainability. Some 8,200 dwelling provision will be 
made for Yeovil on both brownfield and greenfield sites. 

TV1 YEOVIL URBAN EXTENSION 
Land with the Yeovil Eco-town Urban Extension is required for strategic 
growth to provide for the following within the plan period; 
 5000 dwellings 
 31 hectares of employment land 
 One Secondary School and primary school provision 
 Identified community and transport Infrastructure within the South 

Somerset Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
The following three options are the proposed direction for growth for the 
Yeovil Urban Extension; 
 Option 1: Barwick / Keyford (Preferred Option)  
 Option 2: Dorset / Over Compton 
 Option 3: Brympton / Coker 

The Yeovil Extension will be developed to Eco-town standards as listed with 
the Eco-town PPS the supplement to PPS1 and defined within the Core 
Strategy. Adoption of Eco-town standards is subject to viability assessment. 

(NOW POLICY YV2: YEOVIL URBAN EXTENSION)  
Land with the Yeovil Eco-town Urban Extension is required for the Yeovil 
Urban Extension for strategic growth to provide for the following within the 
plan period;  
 5000 3719 dwellings  
 31 23 hectares of employment land  
 One Secondary School and primary school provision  
 Identified community and transport Infrastructure within the South 

Somerset Infrastructure Delivery Plan  
 
The following three options are the proposed direction for growth for the 
Yeovil Urban Extension;  
 Option 1: Barwick / Keyford (Preferred Option)  
 Option 2: Dorset / Over Compton  
 Option 3: Brympton / Coker  

 
The preferred option for the strategic location for Yeovil Urban 
Extension is located at Keyford / Barwick.  
 
The Yeovil Extension will be developed to Eco-town standards as listed 
within the Eco-town PPS, the supplement to PPS1 and defined within the 
Core Strategy. Adoption of Eco-town standards is subject to viability 
assessment.  

 NEW POLICY YV1: BROWNFIELD AND GREENFIELD HOUSING 
PROVISION FOR YEOVIL 
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Within the overall provision of 8,200 dwellings for Yeovil 4,481 dwellings are 
to be located within the Urban Framework of the town and 3,719 in an 
adjacent Greenfield location. 

HG1: DELIVERING NEW HOUSING GROWTH 
Provision will be made for at least 19,700 dwellings in the plan period 2006 – 
2026 of which 11,400 will be located within or adjacent to Yeovil including an 
urban eco town extension of 5,000 dwellings 
This provision will include development and redevelopment within developed 
areas, greenfield development identified within this strategy or to come 
forward through strategic housing land availability assessments, conversions 
of existing buildings, residential mobile homes and development elsewhere in 
accordance with the policy on development in rural settlements. 
 
The distribution of development across the settlement hierarchy will be in 
accord with the indicative numbers indicated: 
 

SETTLEMENT
 
   

HOUSING 
COMMITMENT 
(Autumn 2009) 
– (including 
saved 
allocations) - 
dwellings 

ADDITIONAL 
HOUSING 
PROVISION 
- dwellings 

TOTAL HOUSING 
PROVISION - dwellings 

SSCT     
Yeovil 3725 7675 11400 5000inGreenfield 

urban eco 
extension 

PRIMARY SERVICE CENTRES 
Chard 1863 328 2191 1700dwof the 

strategic 
allocation of 2716 
to be built by 
2026 

 Crewkerne   928  100  1028     
 Ilminster   191  340  531    
 Wincanton   703  350  1053    
 Somerton   219  281  500    
 Castle Cary 
and Ansford  

 238   262  500    

Local Service Centres 
Bruton 97 120 217  

NOW POLICY SS4: DELIVERING NEW HOUSING GROWTH)  
Provision will be made for at least 19,700 16,600 dwellings in the plan period 
2006 – 2026 of which 11,400 8,200 will be located within or adjacent to 
Yeovil including an urban eco town extension of 5,000 3,700 dwellings  
This provision will include development and redevelopment within developed 
areas, greenfield development identified within this strategy or to come 
forward through strategic housing land availability assessments, conversions 
of existing buildings, residential mobile homes and development elsewhere in 
accordance with the policy on development in rural settlements.  
 
The distribution of development across the settlement hierarchy will be in 
accordance with the indicative numbers indicated below:  

SETTLEMENT
 
   

HOUSING 
COMMITMENT 
(Autumn 2009) 
– (including 
saved 
allocations) - 
dwellings 

ADDITIONAL 
HOUSING 
PROVISION - 
dwellings 

TOTAL HOUSING 
PROVISION - dwellings 

SSCT     
Yeovil 3725 4475 8200 5000inGreenfield 

urban eco extension 
PRIMARY SERVICE CENTRES 
Chard 1863 328 2191 1700dwof the 

strategic allocation 
of 2716 to be built 
by 2026 

     
 Crewkerne   928  100  

1028  
   

 Ilminster   191  340  531    
 Wincanton   703  350  

1053 
   

 Somerton   219  281  500    
 Castle Cary 
and Ansford  

 238   262  500    

TOTAL 4142 1661 5803  
Local Service Centres 
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Ilchester 1 150 151  
Langport 182 118 300  
Martock 96 150 246  
Milborne Port 199 100 299  
South 
Petherton 

145 0 145  

Stoke Sub 
Hamdon 

5 50 55  

OTHER 
Rural 
Settlements 

1199 0 1199  

Total 
(excluding 
Yeovil) 

6066 2349 8415  

 
 

Bruton 97 120 217  
Ilchester 1 150 151  
Langport 182 118 300  
Martock 96 150 246  
Milborne Port 199 100 299  
South 
Petherton 

145 0 145  

Stoke Sub 
Hamdon 

5 50 55  

TOTAL 725 688 1413  
OTHER 
Rural 
Settlements 

1199 0 1199  

Total 
(excluding 
Yeovil) 

6066 2349 8415  
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C 
46. South Somerset Core Strategy incorporating preferred options: approval of 

draft for consultation purposes (Agenda Item 8) 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Health, Housing and Spatial Planning introduced the report to 
Members.  He particularly noted that the Core Strategy document was in draft format and 
it was subject to change following the wide public consultation due to take place.  He 
advised that every household would receive a letter advising them of the importance of 
the Core Strategy and the dates of the drop-in consultation events due to be held.  He 
said that he was also relying on all Councillors to highlight its importance to their local 
communities and Town and Parish Councils.   
 
The Spatial Policy Manager confirmed that in association with Area Development staff, 
the planned drop-in consultation events would be manned by Planning Policy staff able 
to advise and assist the public in understanding the key policies.  He said that he was 
prepared to attend individual Town and Parish Council meetings if requested and 
appropriate.  He also asked for Members consideration on the designations of ‘market 
towns’ and ‘rural centres’ to replace ‘primary service centres’ and ‘local service centres’ 
designations in the consultation papers and Members were in agreement with this. 
 
The Assistant Director (Communities) advised that there would be some general and 
some area specific exhibition panels for display at the consultation events.  The area 
specific exhibition panels could remain in place after the consultation event to highlight 
the ongoing consultation process. 
 
In response to questions, the Assistant Director (Communities) confirmed that all the 
relevant documents were on the Council website and short explanatory plain English 
publications were available.  The Area Development teams were also investigating 
engagement with specific groups like young people and businesses. 
 
Councillor Lesley Boucher, as Ward Member for Coker, requested that the designation of 
‘land to the south of Yeovil’ be amended to ‘land to the south of Yeovil (in the vicinity of 
East Coker/Keyford/Barwick)’.   
 
At the conclusion of the debate, Members were content to confirm the recommendations. 
 
RESOLVED: That Council: 

 1. Approved for public consultation purposes the draft provisional 
Vision, settlement hierarchy and scale of growth, key proposals 
and policies as set out in Appendix 2 as amended 
(Recommended Proposals/Policies); 
 

 2. Delegated the supporting text, including the sections on 
Implementation and Monitoring, Diagrams and Proposals Map to 
the Local Development Framework Project Management Board 
for approval; 
 

 3. Delegated the detailed text of the Sustainability Appraisal report to 
the Local Development Framework Project Management Board 
for approval; 
 

 4. Noted the proposed revisions to the ‘Saved’ Local Plan policies 
and proposals listed in Appendix 3; 

 5. Endorsed the public consultation on the draft provisional 

 C03M 10:11 4 16.09.10 

   Appendix 8 Full Council Resolution re South Somerset Core Strategy
(incorporating Preferred Options) approval for consultation
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C 
proposals as outlined in the Report; 
 

 6. Noted the next steps towards securing adoption of the Core 
Strategy;  
 

 7. Agreed the wording of ‘market towns’ and ‘rural centres’ to replace 
‘primary service centres’ and ‘local service centres’ respectively 
and incorporation of an additional sentence as set out in the report 
to make clear the terms relate to matters addressed by the Core 
Strategy. 
 

Reason: To obtain Member approval for consultation on the South Somerset 
Core Strategy.      

  
(Voting: unanimous in favour) 

Andy Foyne  
Spatial Policy Manager 

 
 

  
  
 
   
  
  
  
 
  
 
  

  
  

  
  

  
    

 
 

  
 

 C03M 10:11 5 16.09.10 
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South Somerset’s settlement hierarchy workshop discussion paper April 2011 
REPORT 2 – Review of Crewkerne, Ilminster, Bruton & Ilchester status 

 
The Settlement Role and Function study recommended the following: 

o Crewkerne and Ilminster should be considered as Market Towns 
o Bruton and Ilchester should be considered as Rural Centres 

 
There were no objections to the status of Ilminster and Bruton although comments in 
support were received.  The objections to Crewkerne and Ilchester have been 
summarised and considered below. 
 
Crewkerne 
Issue: “ 

• Approximately 2 representations have been received in support of 
Crewkerne’s identification as a Market Town. 

 
• What is a Market Town?" - the term should mean a place that has a real, 

regular weekly market.  
 
Response:  
The definition of a Market Town in planning terms is a place that meets the following 
criteria: 

• there is an existing concentration of business and employment and realistic 
potential for employment opportunities to be developed and enhanced 

• there are shopping, cultural, religious, faith, educational, health and public 
services that can be provided to meet the needs of the settlement and the 
surrounding area 

• there are sustainable transport modes that can be maintained or developed to 
meet identified community needs in the settlement and surrounding area.  

 
The Baker Associates Settlement Role and Function Study (April 2009) illustrates 
that Crewkerne meets all of the above criteria, it displays a strong employment role 
relative to other settlements, acts as a service centre for those settlements 
surrounding it (benefiting from a range of strategic and non-strategic education, 
health, retail, financial, leisure and community facilities and services) and has 
sustainable travel opportunities.  There are no substantive reasons given for change, 
Crewkerne is therefore rightly identified as a Market Town. 
 
Recommendation: No change. 
 
 
Ilminster 
Issue: The role of Ilminster as a Market Town is recognised and 1 representation in 
support of its classification has been received. 
 
Response: Noted. 
 
Recommendation: No change. 
 
 
Bruton 
Issue: The role of Bruton as a Market Town is recognised and 1 representation in 
support of its classification has been received. 
 

Appendix 9 Example of a PMB Report to consider settlement status
             and scale of growth
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Response: Noted 
 
Recommendation: No change. 
 
 
Ilchester 
Issue:  

• Approximately 1 representation was been received in support of Ilchester’s 
identification as a Market Town. 

 
• Object to Ilchester being identified as a Rural Centre, as it is a village. 

 
Response: The definition of a Rural Centre in planning terms is a small town or 
village with greater levels of self-containment and stronger local communities than 
other small towns and villages.  The Baker Associates Settlement Role and Function 
Study (April 2009) clearly illustrates that Ilchester satisfies the definition of a Rural 
Centre, it has an employment function (provides 2,700 jobs which accounts for 4.3% 
of all employment across the District, it has the 3rd highest level of employment self-
containment in the District and ranks 3rd in terms of employment density with 1.12 
jobs per economically active person, the District average being 0.86) together with an 
identified retail and community role.  Other settlements do not have such services 
and facilities.  In conclusion, there are no substantive reasons given for change, 
hence Ilchester is therefore rightly identified as a Rural Centre. 
 
Recommendation: No change. 
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REPORT 9 South Somerset’s scale of growth workshop discussion paper  
6 April 2011 – Consideration of the scale of growth for Ilminster 

 
Introduction  
 
This paper examines the potential scale of growth that might be delivered through the Draft 
Core Strategy at Ilminster in the light of issues raised by respondents. There are five 
responses in support of the scale of growth proposed at Ilminster. Issues arising from the 
sixteen objections are set out and considered below. 
 
Issues:  
 
Housing 

• There is insufficient evidence to support the considerable increase in housing for 
Ilminster. Increase in speculative housing would change the market town environment 
and character of Ilminster.  Housing in the town is dense with little open space further 
building would result in an over built, hard environment in the Town Centre. 

• Do not believe that Ilminster requires an additional 340 homes, the 191 already 
committed is sufficient, especially combined with the Canal Way development, this 
should be ample for the town, or it will loose its character. 

• Object to the scale of residential development proposed for Ilminster, 150 would be 
more suitable for a small town. 

 
• Object - as policy stands 70% of new homes will be in Yeovil and Chard, just over 

12% in Crewkerne & Wincanton, just over 10% in Ilminster, Somerton, Martock and 
the rest meaning less than 10% in the remaining small towns and villages. Almost 
25% of growth is proposed at Keyford - this would involve building a medium sized 
town with 3,700 houses for up to 8,000 people. 

 
• Ilminster's housing figure should be flexible - balance between housing and 

employment is the key, cannot sign up to a 2009 figure. 
• Do not believe that Ilminster needs additional housing until jobs are available.  Also 

any housing that is built should include p.v electricity generation to get consent. 
 
• Support and understand that Ilminster requires additional houses to grow, but 

concerned about how infrastructure will be delivered. 
• Accept growth, but concerned that there are no facilities, particularly educational 

facilities provided, especially taking into account recent growth at Station Road.  
• Is there sufficient capacity in existing schools (particularly Ilminster primary, Chard 

Holyrood and Crewkerne Wedlam)? 
• To accommodate the growth, additional infrastructure (schools, health services, 

shops, recreational services) will be required.  
 
Employment 

• Ilminster Town Council will only support this allocation (without the need for further 
allocations) if the Environment Agency confirm that all the land is 'fit for purpose'. 

 
• 107.43ha seems excessive - Ilminster's figure is too high. 
• Ilminster does not need any additional employment land, there is ample land (still 

undeveloped) which has been available for employment for many years. 
 
Response: 
 

1 
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Housing 
 
The Draft Core Strategy defines Ilminster as a Market Town. It identifies that 191 dwellings 
were committed1 in the settlement (as at Autumn 2009) with 340 additional dwellings to be 
built giving a total housing provision of 531dwellings.  
 
The latest housing supply position in Ilminster is set out in the recent Annual Monitoring 
Report (2009-2010) and shows a total of 190 dwellings are either built, under construction, 
have planning permission or are allocated.  
 
The 2010 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) suggests there is the 
potential to deliver sites accommodating some 1930 dwellings, confirming that there is 
sufficient suitable, available and viable land to accommodate the proposed additional 340 
dwellings cited in the Core Strategy.  The Peripheral Landscape Study for Ilminster (2007) 
supports this proposed level of growth by identifying that there is scope within the landscape 
around Ilminster to accommodate this level of growth.  
 
The Settlement Role and Function Study2 provides evidence of the need for the scale of 
growth identified in the draft Core Strategy.  Population projections identify that over the plan 
period there will be a reduction in household size, from 2.36 persons per household to 2.12 
persons.  Based on the 2001 Census population for Ilminster (4750 population), if there were 
no additional dwellings built in the town, there was no migration and household reduction 
occurred as projected (i.e. reduced from 2.36 to 2.12) Ilminster’s population would decline by 
500 people to 2026.  This could negatively impact on the provision of shops and community 
facilities.  On this basis around 240 houses would be required to maintain Ilminster’s current 
population alone. 
  
It has been suggested by respondents wishing to see less development in Yeovil, that 
additional development should be accommodated across the District, including in Ilminster, 
but there is no evidence of further need is submitted, therefore no case is made to change 
the Core Strategy position, which is a result of evidence from the Settlement Role and 
Function Study. 
 
Respondents suggest that there should be no additional homes until jobs are available.  The 
Core Strategy has sought to balance the requisite amount of employment land to 
economically active persons who will be generated from the additional homes, this 
sufficiently balances the amount of jobs to homes, delivering the land is more difficult and is 
considered below. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will assess what infrastructure improvements would be 
required by the proposed level of growth. Despite concerns regarding highways and 
education Somerset County Council, as the Highway and Education Authority has not 
objected the proposal. Additionally, highways impact and education contributions will be 
considered as part of any planning application that might be received in the future. 
 
It is considered that this level of housing growth coupled with balanced employment growth 
will contribute towards creating a more sustainable and self-contained settlement.  
Additionally, the scale of growth recommended in the draft Core Strategy reflects the town’s 
economic growth potential and the trajectory shows this growth is possible. 
 
Recommendation: 
 

                                                 
1 Includes completions 06/10, under construction, commitments not started, and allocated without permission. 
2 South Somerset Settlement Role and Function Study Final Report April 2009, Baker Associates 
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No change in approach. 
  
Employment 
 
The draft Core Strategy attributes 19.4hectares of employment land to Ilminster.  Evidence 
for this level of employment land comes from the South Somerset Employment Land Review 
Stage 3.  The ELR explains how Ilminster is a strategically significant employment location, 
given its proximity to the A303 and A358, and retaining Saved Local Plan allocations 
(ME/ILMI/3,4 &5) provide opportunities to secure major investment into the District.  The ELR 
also illustrates how the draft Core Strategy is providing sufficient employment land for jobs, it 
identifies that Ilminster requires approximately 3 hectares of employment land to meet the 
economically active population that would be generated from 531 dwellings.  
 
The Parish Council are concerned that there is not sufficient strategic employment facilities 
as the Environment Agency have concerns, they did not object to the Core Strategy carrying 
forward the employment land allocations from the Local Plan and they are working closely 
with Development Management officers to maximise employment potential in a sustainable 
manner, the ELR will review employment land allocations and recommend changes to the 
level of employment land should they be required. 
 
Concern has been expressed regarding the delivery of employment land in Ilminster through 
the Development Management process, given the history of undeveloped land.  It is likely 
that mixed use developments will be encouraged therefore both housing and employment 
growth will be delivered in tandem, but it is accepted that it is a risk to rely on this approach, 
particularly given that profits from housing development are higher and therefore more 
attractive to developers. One possible approach could be that text is added to the Core 
Strategy clearly setting out the expectation that housing and employment will be delivered 
together, alternatively a commitment to the production of an employment allocation 
Development Plan Document could be considered. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
No change to the scale of employment provision, but consider inserting additional text to the 
Core Strategy clearly setting out an expectation that mixed-use development will come 
forward or consider a District wide employment allocation Development Plan Document. 
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LDF PMB and Officer Group  

 
Core Strategy Workshop 1 

 
Settlement Hierarchy and Scale of Growth 

 
 

1. Review of Market towns 
 
 Issues raised in consultation– see market towns reports numbers  1-5 (1=Review of 
role of Chard, Wincanton and Milborne Port; 2 = Review of role of Crewkerne, Ilminster, 
Bruton and Ilchester; 3 = Langport Rural Centre Status report; 4 = Somerton Market town 
status discussion report; 5 = Review of role of Castle Cary/Ansford) 
 
 Recommendations – No change to Market town status of all the proposed market 
towns (Castle Cary/Ansford, Chard, Crewkerne, Ilminster, Wincanton and Somerton).  
Change Langport and Huish's status from Rural Centre to Market town. 
 
 Reasons – No substantive reasons given for change and general support for market 
town status for the draft designations except Castle Cary/Ansford and Somerton.  Here the 
main points raised against their proposed status were lack of jobs, lack of strategic 
facilities eg secondary schools (Somerton) and large supermarkets (both) and lack of 
sufficient sustainable public transport. 
 
It is not felt that these criticisms for Castle Cary/Ansford and Somerton are robust when 
taken in the round with all the facilities and criteria in which these towns scored to justify 
market town status in the original Baker report on settlement role and function hence there 
is no clear evidence given for demotion relating to its status.  Main concern for Somerton 
appears more to be the scale of growth.   
 
There is some support for higher status for Langport including job provision and more 
strategic facility availability although the town council is content with its draft rural centre 
status.  Review of evidence clearly shows that original Baker report recommendation for 
market town status can be substantiated.  Langport has what Somerton has in terms of 
facilities and is close in terms of employment provision and crucially Langport has the 
higher level facilities (superstore and secondary school).  Clear from SHLAA and recent 
discussions with agents that there are sites for development available away from flooding 
and other constraints (but closer to the town centre than the proposed growth option put 
forward for Somerton).  Additional growth required to 2028 likely to require a lift in market 
town provision. 
 
 Other issues – there is no justification in terms of sustainability and support for 
Yeovil and our market towns for a new settlement.  
 
Yeovil should be called a strategically significant town and market town and rural centre 
terminology should be retained despite some concern relating to potential confusion with 
titles.  As long as the terms are defined within the Core Strategy then the terms seem 
perfectly clear and fit for the identified purpose 
 

2. Review of Rural Centres 
 

         Appendix 10 Revision of Distribution of Growth from Draft Core Strategy to
Proposed Submission Local Plan as presented to PMB Workshop 1 (6th May 2011)

82



 Issues raised in consultation– see rural centres reports numbers  1, 2, and 3 
 
 Recommendations- No change to draft rural centres designations (other than the 
suggested promotion of Langport.) 
 
 Reasons – No significant issues raised about designations and general support 
(more concern re scale of growth than with actual designations.) 
 

3. Review of Policy SS2 (Development in Rural Settlements)/Rural Settlement 
tier of hierarchy/Development Areas and Infilling 

 
 Issues raised in Consultation – see three reports on Responses to Policy SS2, Re – 
instigation of Settlement Limits and Upgrading of Settlements to Rural Centres. 
 
 Recommendations – 1. Retain policy SS2 but separate the exception site policy 
subsumed within it to become a separate policy again. 2. Recognise that settlements 
below rural centre are a tier of the settlement hierarchy in their own right to be called Rural 
settlements (to which SS2 Policy applies) 3. Recognise that policy SS2 will allow for 
infilling where justified in sustainability terms and cross subsidisation of affordable housing 
within Rural Settlements (and deliver a higher housing provision that previously considered 
– see below) 4. Do not re -instigate Development Areas 5. Do not add any rural 
settlements to Rural Centre status 
 
 Reasons – 1.No substantive argument requiring a change to policy SS2 but clearly 
some confusion in its wording in relation to exception sites that needs to be addressed. 2. 
and 3 Once it is accepted that cross subsidy can occur and that a higher provision figure 
should be put to SS2 settlements then the need for a new tier and for infilling policy 
become unnecessary. 4. Not necessary given a more liberal interpretation of policy SS2; 
not appropriate as a restraint on wider development management and not practical given 
the scale of work involved reviewing development areas and difficult to justify in a strategic 
document such as the Core Strategy.  5. No credible evidence of upgrading.  Nearest case 
being Templecombe but previous Local Plan Inspector was dismissive of argument and 
whilst prospect of more jobs in the settlement in all other respects there are no 
enhancement of services and facilities since 2003 to justify upgrade.  The vulnerability of 
Templecombe’s job provision in that it is vested largely in 1 employer was also a relevant 
factor against. 
 

4. District Wide Scale of growth - 
 
 Issues raised in consultation – see Summary of Baker Associates report  
 
 Recommendation – Agree the recommendation of the Baker report on Housing 
Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil that the overall District provision should be 
16,000 dwellings to 2026 (see below for recommendation on proportion of growth allotted 
to Yeovil viz a viz the rest of the District) 
 
 Reasons – Bakers report provides strong evidence that population, household and 
economic growth projections point to 16,000 dwelling provision for the District to 2026.  
There is some recent evidence of tail off of population projections which if economic and 
demographic trends of recent times persist will indicate a lower provision of 12,200 
dwellings.  The facts however that the plan period covers to 2026 and allows time for the 
economy to gain a normal trajectory and that the higher projection will crucially enable 
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delivery of the South Somerset's full job potential point to adoption of the 16,000 figure 
 

5. End date of Plan 
 
 Issues raised in consultation  - not applicable 
 
 Recommendation – an end date of April 2028 be adopted and a consequent 
upgrade of the 16,000 dw District Wide Housing provision to 17,200 dw be adopted also 
 
 Reasons – The Government regulations require a 15 year time horizon for the Plan 
from the date of adoption.  Date of adoption is likely in the second half of 2012.  An April 
2028 end date will allow for any unforeseen government induced delay and the 
requirement for an April start date for statistical reasons. 
 

6. Appropriate growth for Yeovil, Market towns, Rural Centres and “Policy SS2” 
Rural Settlements” 

 
 Issues raised in consultation – see Yeovil, Market Town and Rural Centre growth 
reports numbers 6 Scale of Growth – Yeovil, 7 Scale of Growth –Chard, 8 Scale of 
Growth –Crewkerne, 9 Scale of Growth –Ilminster, 10 Scale of Growth –Wincanton, 11 
Scale of Growth –Castle Cary/Ansford, 12 Scale of Growth – Somerton, 13 Scale of 
Growth – Langport, 15 Scale of Growth -  Bruton, 16.  Scale of Growth –Ilchester, 17. 
Scale of Growth –Martock 18 Scale of Growth –South Petherton 19Scale of Growth –
Stoke Sub Hamdon 

 
 Recommendations 1. Yeovil to grow by 8,600 dw housing provision 2.No changes to 
scale of growth in most market towns and rural centres apart from 3 An extra 240 
dwellings at Chard 4. Langport to have increased provision to reflect higher status 
proposal to 400 dw 5. Somerton and Castle Cary to have scale of growth pared back from 
500 to 400 dwellings 6. Wincanton to receive less growth (less 350dwellings) and to have 
more permissive approach to employment provision  7. South Petherton to take more 
growth (100 dwellings) given a review of justification of need to restrain its development.  
8. Provide for 2000 dw in the Policy “SS2 settlements” subject to policy addition seeking 
regular monitoring and restriction on cumulative total to stop excessive provision 
undermining the settlement strategy and hierarchy  
 
The outcome of these changes is shown in appendix 1 which presents the draft Core 
Strategy housing provision by settlement and the proposed housing provision after the 
changes suggested above with brief comment. 
 
 Reasons 1. to provide for 50% job provision in Yeovil to maintain its economic 
health and prominence and to ensure that commuting movements into the town are not 
aggravated  - location of growth to be dealt with in later workshop – delivery of this growth 
can be achieved beyond the 7, 300dw capacity indicated by Bakers report on Housing 
Requirement due to extra 2 years of growth (an extra 520 dwellings) and likelyhood of a 
wider base to the urban extension so enabling better market perception and higher 
development  (potentially an extra 1,440 dw  over 12 years 2012 2028 as evidenced in the 
Baker report on Housing Provision).  2. Existing proposed scale of growth for the market 
town and rural centres meets the overall requirement for the Market towns and Rural 
Settlements after account made for increase in provision at Yeovil and Rural Settlements 
(to which Policy SS2 applies) 3. to acknowledge 2 more years growth of the Chard growth 
allocation running at 120 per annum 4. Langport's change of status requires enhanced 
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provision.  Smaller size of settlement means that growth is more than rural centre but less 
than the larger market towns 5. Consideration of the scale of smaller settlements and 
changes to public bus provision point to a smaller provision in the three smallest market 
town settlements.  The proximity of Langport to Somerton and Castle Cary/Ansford  to 
Wincanton mean that when respective growth provisions are combined there is 
appropriate scale of growth for these settlements 6. to reflect scale of settlement allow 
assimilation of growth in the recent past and present and to have more permissive 
approach to employment provision reflecting considerable loss of employment provision in 
the past 7. notable body of objections seeking growth to sustain the settlement and 
evidence presented that road issue associated with access to A303 can be overcome.  
Difficult to sustain an argument for no development due to internal road constraints (and 
not consistent with element of growth allowed at Martock which is similarly constrained by 
internal road issues.  Important to remove reference to internal road constrainted limiting 
Stoke Sub Hamdon growth for similar consistency arguments – Stoke’s more limited scale 
of growth reflects its scale and nature) 8. Clear evidence in SHLAA that there are lots of 
sites that could come forward in rural settlements – it is felt that SHLAA identification can 
negate the government regulations precluding windfall estimations in Plans which was the 
reason why increased provision beyond commitment was not included in draft– element of 
arbitrary assessment of the level of growth policy SS2 will encourage is inevitable hence 
requirement to monitor – need a restriction on total to ensure that excessive provision 
doesn't occur and undermine the settlement strategy and hierarchy.  The evidence in the 
latest Annual Monitoring Report points to a very significant arrest in the provision of 
additional houses in the rural settlements so making a provision figure of 2,000 a more 
realistic one than would have been considered a year ago. 
 
The determination of housing provision above has been made in the context of the 
cumulative total of overall provision as set out in appendix 1 (i.e. draft Policy SS4).  The 
recommendations have been made ensuring that the cumulative total is not unduly out of 
scale with the proposed 17,200 dw District requirement to 2028 nor changing the essential 
relationship between Yeovil, Market towns, Rural centres and Rural Settlements that 
underpin the settlement hierarchy.  The final provision figure is some 3% in excess of the 
requirement and is considered in the context of development uncertainties and overall 
scale of provision to be in broad agreement with the requirement.  It is not necessary or 
appropriate to be unduly precise 
 
NB 1. Whilst the figures in App 1 are precise to assist in mathematical accuracy the final 
figures should be rounded so as not to give an undue impression that growth provision is 
something more than general range indicators  
2. Employment growth provision will be dealt with in a subsequent report 
3. All scale of growth decisions to be provisional subject to Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
assessment of their practicality and cost. 
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Policy SS4 Delivering New Housing Growth   Appendix 1 
 
Settlement  Current  Suggested levels  Comment 
   Draft 
Yeovil   8,200  8,600     Positive choice of growth 

Scale reflecting the town’s 
economic growth potential 

Chard   2191  2431     trajectory shows this is possible 
Crewkerne  1028  1028     ditto 
Ilminster    531    531     ditto 
Wincanton  1053    703     reduce to avoid excess provision  
         And allow assimilation 
Somerton     500    400     reduce to avoid excess provision 
         And reflect town scale 
CC and Ansford   500    400     reduce to avoid excess provision  
         And reflect town scale 
Langport    300    400     Increase to 400 to reflect market  
         Town status 
 
 
Bruton      217    217     retain scale in draft  
Ilchester      151    151     ditto 
Martock     246    246     ditto 
Milborne Port     299    299     ditto 
S Petherton     145    245     increase to enable some  
         Appropriate scale growth 
Stoke Sub Hamdon      55      55     retain scale in draft 
 
 
Rural Settlements  1199  2,000     increase to provide scope for 
         Policy SS2 to have an impact 
 
 
Total   16,615  17,706 
 
Provision Needed   16,600 17,200 
(Draft Core Strategy 
and suggested  
revision totals) 
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Appendix L SSDC Core Strategy; - Table of all Area Committee Comments  
 
 
Amendments to recommendations are colour coded: Pink  = North, Green = South, Blue = East, Yellow = West 

PMB report 
recommendation 
number (agenda 
page number) 

Heading and brief 
summary of PMB 
recommendation (for 
full wording of 
recommendation, 
please refer to agenda 
report) 

Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Part 1        
Rec 1 (p. A7) 2.1 End date of plan Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed
Rec 2 (p. A14) 2.2 District wide scale of 

growth  
That a household 
requirement of 15,950 
dwellings from 2006 – 
2028 be endorsed for 
South Somerset and 
Policy SS1 amended 
accordingly, subject to 
further confirmation of 
the ONS 2010 
population figures. 
That AEC do not agree to 
a household requirement 
of 15,950 dwellings or 
any other figure until the 
appropriate national 
population figures are 
available. 

Endorsed Endorsed with
minor change 

 Not endorsed   Endorsed with minor 
change (as Area 
South 
recommended). 

It is appropriate to review the 
overall District Requirement 
in the light of ONS 2011 
population projections. 
 
(Area East recommendation 
addressed under 
recommendation 6 below). 

Rec 3 (p. A14) 2.3 Review of the status 
of Yeovil, market towns 
and rural centres – 
terminology. 
AEC asked that 
additional wording be 
added: 

Endorsed  Endorsed Endorsed with 
minor change 

 Endorsed with minor 
change (as Area East 
recommended) 

The sub division of the 
Market Town classification of 
the settlement hierarchy 
reflects the thinking of the 
Project Management Board in 
assigning different growth 
levels for the smaller market 

Appendix 11 Table of all Area Committee (February to March 2012) Comments
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PMB report 
recommendation 
number (agenda 
page number) 

Heading and brief 
summary of PMB 
recommendation (for 
full wording of 
recommendation, 
please refer to agenda 
report) 

Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Market Towns = 
Primary and Local 
Market Towns 

towns in recognition of their 
different scale and nature.  It 
should be clarified that the 
Local market Town 
designation applies to 
Ansford/Castle Cary, 
Langport/Huish Episcopi and 
Somerton. 

Rec 4 (p. A16) 2.3 Review of the status 
of Yeovil, market towns 
and rural centres – 
market town status – no 
change for Somerton, 
change Langport / Huish 
Episcopi to market town 
from rural centre. 
AEC wished to ensure 
that in future the 
document referred to 
Ansford/Castle Cary as 
a Local Market Town 

Endorsed Endorsed with
minor change 

   Endorsed with minor 
change (as Area East 
recommended) 

 

Rec 5 (p. A16) 2.3 Review of the status 
of Yeovil, market towns 
and rural centres – rural 
centres – no changes 
apart from Langport / 
Huish Episcopi to market 
town. 

Endorsed 

Not for 
consideration 
by Area South 
Committee 

Endorsed   Endorsed Endorsement of change in 
Langport/Huish Episcopi’s 
status is confirmed in the 
context of the objection of the 
Langport Town Council and 
the Huish Episcopi Parish 
Council to the proposed 
change.  (the two Councils’ 
views were misrepresented 
originally at Area North 
Committee on 22nd February.) 
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 6 (p. A21) 2.4 Distribution of growth 
between Yeovil, market 
towns, rural centres and 
rural settlements:  
Housing requirement 
will make provision for 
a maximum of 13,050 
dwellings in the plan 
period 2006 – 2028  

 
This provision will include 
phasing of development 
and redevelopment 
within developed areas, 
greenfield development 
identified within this 
strategy or to come 
forward through strategic 
housing land availability 
assessments, 
conversions of existing 
buildings, residential 
mobile homes and 
development elsewhere 
in accordance with the 
policy on development in 
rural settlements. 
 

Endorsed  Endorsed Not endorsed   Endorsed with minor 
amendments 
(Area East 
recommendations not 
endorsed) 
 
N.B New policy on 
phasing is proposed 
– see reasons 
column. 
 
 

Provision for 15,950dw for the 
District considered soundly 
evidenced based subject to 
Area South amendment in 
Recommendation 2.  
Reduction as suggested 
would result in one or more of 
the major aspirations of the 
Core Strategy not being 
feasible i.e. promotion of 
Yeovil’s growth to its full 
economic potential, delivery 
of Chard Regeneration 
Framework, market town and 
rural centre growth and 
provision for sustainable 
growth in the rural 
settlements.  Phasing of 
development has been 
considered by the PMB and a 
new policy is recommended 
along the following lines.   
 
“Development will be guided 
toward the most sustainable 
locations available, which 
maximize social and 
economic benefits, minimise 
the loss of Greenfield sites to 
build development, reduce 
the need to travel and make 
the best use of land and other 
resources.  
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 6 (p. A21) 
(cont) 

        A sequential approach to
development will seek the 
early development of 
previously developed, derelict 
or underused land in 
settlements before the 
development of Greenfield 
land, where this would not 
prevent sufficient 
development of business, 
housing (particularly 
affordable housing) and other 
uses necessary to achieve 
the vision and strategy. 30% 
or more of new dwellings 
should be on previously 
developed land and a 5 year 
land supply needs to pertain”. 
 
There is no need to refer to 
phasing within policy SS4 in 
light of the new policy 
proposed.  
Reference to the Strategic 
Housing Land Availability 
Assessment should be 
removed as sites within the 
SHLAA are possible housing 
sites but some of them will be 
subject to policy objection. 
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recommendation, 
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 6 (p. A21) 
(cont) 

      "The policy needs to be 
clarified by explaining that 
individual settlements total 
requirements add up to 
16,751 dwellings which is 5% 
over the District wide housing 
requirement of 15,950 
dwellings but that this is 
acceptable in terms of the 
appropriate housing provision 
identified for individual 
settlements." 
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recommendation, 
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 7 (p. A24) 2.5 Review of policy SS2 
(development in rural 
settlements) development 
areas and infilling. 
AEC wished to ensure 
the final wording was 
clear 

Endorsed    Endorsed Endorsed with 
minor 
amendments 

Endorsed
(Area East 
recommendation not 
accepted) 

It is considered that 
supporting text set out in 
appendix F to this report (the 
District Executive report) will 
make clear that Development 
Areas for rural settlements 
are removed and there is a 
policy presumption against 
development unless a 
sustainable case can be 
made. 
 

Rec 8 (p. A27) 3.1 Yeovil – scale of 
growth – Yeovil Urban 
Extension. 
Confirm the 7,975 
dwelling housing 
provision for Yeovil to 
2028 in the context of a 
stronger clearer 
justification for the role of 
growth in the Vision 
statement for the town. 
Amend policy YV 1 
accordingly. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Endorsed  Not for
consideration 
by Area East 
Committee 

 Endorsed with minor 
change 
(see reasons column) 

Evidence that Yeovil’s share 
of employment growth has 
been 49% results in a slightly 
revised Yeovil provision of 
7,815dw. 
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 9 (p. A28) Endorse a Yeovil urban 
capacity of 6,100 dw and 
amend policies YV1 and 
2 accordingly. 

Endorsed  Endorsed with minor 
change 
(see reasons column) 

Updated information to April 
2011 results in 6,250 
dwellings as the figure for the 
urban capacity of Yeovil. See 
annex 1 
 

Rec 10 (p. A29) Endorse a total provision 
for the Urban extension 
of 1,875dw and amend 
policies YV1 and 2 
accordingly, with no 
deferred development 
of 625dw post plan 
period. 

Not for 
consideration 
by Area North 
Committee 

Endorsed with 
minor change 

 

 Endorsed with minor 
change 
(see reasons column) 
(Area South 
Recommendations 
not accepted) 

Implications of the two 
recommendations above (for 
recommendations 8 and 9) 
result in a figure for 
development within the plan 
period for the Urban 
extension of 1,565 dw leaving 
935 dw to deliver post plan 
period.  
 
This will leave 935 dw to be 
developed post plan period to 
deliver a sustainable 
community with a full range of 
community facilities and 
services. 
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 11 (p. A32) Endorse South and West 
Option as the location of 
the urban extension 
subject to final 
confirmation following 
consideration of traffic 
impact derived from all 
traffic assessment reports 
and infrastructure costs 
after review of the 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan. Amend policy YV2 
accordingly. 

 Endorsed   Endorsed    The area to the south is 
recommended because it 
• Is more accessible and 

gives better opportunities 
for sustainable transport; 

• Presents opportunities to 
rationalise education 
facilities across the town; 

• Is accessible to 
employment opportunities; 

• Provides the opportunity 
for more walking and 
cycling compared with car 
use and the cost of known 
traffic infrastructure is less 
(although the disbenefits of 
the option to the NW are 
less than previously 
thought following a 
reworking of traffic 
modelling); 

• Better environmental 
impact than the NW 
option, but only if impacts 
on neighbouring villages 
are seriously mitigated and 
the large scale open space 
proposals on the site are 
used to beneficial effect in 
this regard. 
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

     • Better opportunity to introduce 
combined heat and power 
technology and minimise CO2 
emissions. 

Rec 12 (p. A33) Endorse amended 
proposals map for Yeovil 
showing a revised 
direction of growth for the 
Yeovil Urban extension to 
the South and West of 
Yeovil (as shown on the 
amended plan in the map 
section). 

  Endorsed Reflecting decision on 
recommendation 11 above. 

Rec 13 (p. A34) That the East Coker and 
North Coker Buffer Zone 
as shown in appendix I 
(as amended) and on the 
Yeovil Proposals Inset 
Plan be endorsed and a 
new policy be presented. 

 

Endorsed with 
minor change 

 

 Endorsed with minor 
change. 
(as Area South 
recommendations) 

Buffer zone corrected to 
original coverage presented 
to PMB and amended by 
inclusion of two fields 
immediately adjacent its 
eastern boundary.  See 
annex 2. 
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full wording of 
recommendation, 
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 14 (p. A35) Retain South and West 
option for the location of 
an urban extension as it 
has the best potential to 
achieve sustainable 
travel aspirations, and a 
much lower estimated 
provisional cost of 
strategic highways 
infrastructure. 

Endorsed  Endorsed The Highways Agency letter 
of 10th February confirmed 
the latest Parsons Brinkerhoff 
model commissioned by the 
District Council as fit for 
purpose and endorsed its 
main findings. The HA is 
being pursued to see if their 
duly made representation on 
the Core Strategy is to be 
amended.  The model 
presents clear evidence on 
which to identify a preferred 
direction of growth for a 
Yeovil Urban Extension in 
terms of traffic impact. 

Rec 15 (p. A36) Retain the preferred 
option location to the 
south and west of Yeovil 
as the location for the 
urban extension. 

 

Endorsed 

 

    Endorsed The Infrastructure Delivery
plan shows the Urban 
extension option to the south 
and west to be the cheapest 
in infrastructure terms. 
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 16 (p. A36) Maintain aspirations to 
achieve Eco Town 
Standards in the urban 
extension with the 
exception of construction 
standards beyond the 
Government’s newly 
proposed Code and 
present these in the Core 
Strategy in the light of the 
Government’s intended 
withdrawal of current eco 
town guidance. 

Endorsed    Endorsed

Rec 17 (p. A39) 3.2a Chard – direction for 
development 

 To be considered Oral report to District 
Executive to be made 

Rec 18 (p. A40) 3.2b Crewkerne – 
direction for development 

 To be considered Oral report to District 
Executive to be made 

Rec 19 (p. A41) 3.2c Ilminster – direction 
for development 

 

 To be considered Oral report to District 
Executive to be made 

Rec 20 (p. A42) 3.2d Wincanton – 
direction for development 

 

Not for 
consideration 
by Area South 
Committee 

Endorsed   Endorsed  
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 21 (p. A44) 3.2e Ansford / Castle 
Cary – direction for 
development 
Phasing of 50 houses at 
a time, bring in derelict 
and Brownfield sites 
first before Option 1. 
Link road to be 
completed before 
development starts 

 Endorsed with
amendment 

    Endorsed with
amendment (not that 
recommended by 
Area East 
Committee) 

 Direction of growth confirmed 
and a new phasing policy 
recommended (see 
recommendation 6 above) 
that will address concerns 
raised. 
 
Phasing of development 50 
dw a time not condoned by 
national policy.  It is 
unreasonable, unnecessary 
and likely to stymy 
development to insist that the 
link road between Station Rd 
and Torbay Rd. be secured 
before development 
commences.  It is reasonable 
and deliverable however to 
secure the road in association 
with development and before 
it is completed.  Delivery of 
brownfield sites before 
Greenfield should be possible 
as long as a 5 year supply of 
housing land pertains and 
undue delay to development 
does not result. 

Rec 22 (p. A45) 3.2f Langport / Huish 
Episcopi – direction for 
development 

Endorsed   Endorsed 

Rec 23 (p. A46) 3.2g Somerton – direction 
for development 

Endorsed 

 

Not for 
consideration 
by Area East 
Committee    Endorsed
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full wording of 
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 24 (p. A48) Implications of 
infrastructure planning 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 25 (p. A50) 5. Implications of CIL and 
interim planning 
obligation policy 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 26 (p. A52) 6. Planning obligation 
policy post introduction of 
CIL 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 27 (p. A53) 7.1 Policy matters - 
employment land 

Endorsed    Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed with
amendment 

 Job total for settlements 
require adjustment to reflect 
the overall employment 
growth level for the District 
following adjustment for the 
reduction in jobs identified by 
the latest BRES data and 
minor correction (see annex 
3).  

Rec 28 (p. A57) 7.2 Yeovil Airfield 
Safeguarding 

Endorsed    Endorsed

Rec 29 (p. A57) 7.3 Policy CV3 Chard 
Obligations 

Not for 
consideration 
by Area North 
Committee 
 

Not for 
consideration 
by Area South 
Committee 

Not for 
consideration 
by Area East 
Committee 
 

 To be considered Oral report to District 
Executive to be made 

Rec 30 (p. A58) 7.4 Housing density Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed
Rec 31 (p. A59) 7.5 Use of Previously 

Developed Land (PDL) 
for new housing 
development 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 32 (p. A61) 7.6 Affordable housing 
25% target for 
affordable housing with 
Ward Member input; 
and percentage of 
affordable housing 
provision on site in 
Rural Centres and Rural 
Settlements to be 
reduced from 10% to 5 
% in chart 

 Endorsed Endorsed with
change 

    Endorsed
(Area East 
Recommendation not 
accepted) 

Area East recommendations 
not endorsed.  35% 
affordable housing target 
justified by viability evidence 
and need evidence and is 
aspirational.  Existing 
planning protocol can be 
invoked where viability impact 
on development queried. 
Ward member involvement in 
allocation of housing to 
tenants is not a planning 
issue.  Higher section 106 
contribution towards 
commuted sum for affordable 
housing on small sites for 
rural centres and settlements 
justified by evidence. 

Rec 33 (p. A62) 7.7 Gypsy and Travellers 
and Travelling Show 
People 

Endorsed     Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed  

Rec 34 (p. A62) 7.8 Specialist housing 
provision for older people 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 35 (p. A63) 7.9 Henstridge Airfield Not for 
consideration 
by Area North 
Committee 

Not for 
consideration 
by Area South 
Committee 

Endorsed    Endorsed

Rec 36 (p. A63) 7.10 Employment Land 
safeguarding 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 37 (p. A64) 7.11 Live / Work facilities       Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 38 (p. A64) 7.12 Major new tourist 
facilities 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 39 (p. A65) 7.13 Stoke Sub Hamdon 
town centre boundary 
and primary shop 
frontages 
The proposals map for 
Ilchester to include the 
area of Northover and 
surrounding retail 
premises 

Endorsed  Not for
consideration 
by Area South 
Committee 

Endorsed with 
minor change 

 Endorsed with minor 
change 
(as Area East 
Recommendation) 

Arguments to extend the 
boundaries of the Ilchester 
town centre to include a 
commercial hub on the 
Northover side of the river 
bridge accepted and 
presented in annex 4. 

Rec 40 (p. A65) 7.14 Sequential approach 
policy for town centre 
uses 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 41 (p. A67) 7.15 Retail hierarchy Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed
Rec 42 (p. A68) 7.16 Locally derived retail 

thresholds policy 
250sq m for  Castle 
Cary 

Endorsed  Endorsed Endorsed with 
minor change 

 Endorsed with minor 
change (as 
recommended by 
Area East) 

A lower threshold for applying 
trade impact assessment in 
association with retail 
applications can be justified 
for Ansford/ Castle Cary 
because it has no town centre 
anchor store of size, has a 
small shop profile and is 
constrained by topography. 

Rec 43 (p. A68) 7.17 Presumption against 
major new regional 
shopping facilities 

Endorsed     Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed  

Rec 44 (p. A69) 7.18 Policy TA1 – to 
include Rail Freight 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 45 (p. A69) 7.19 Policy TA2 – travel 
plans 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed
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Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 46 (p. A70) 7.20 Car parking 
standards 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 47 (p. A71) 7.21 Viability of open 
space standards in light 
of Open Space Strategy 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 48 (p. A71) 7.22 Climate change Endorsed     Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed with
change  
(see reasons column) 

The bullet point relating to 
10% renewable and low 
carbon energy provision in 
addition to requirements of 
emerging building regs 
should be dropped as it was 
an interim measure prior to 
introduction of 2013 building 
regs. 

Rec 49 (p. A72) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – YV2 

Endorsed    Endorsed

Rec 50 (p. A72) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – YV4 (and 
CV4) 

Not for 
consideration 
by Area North 
Committee 

Endorsed    Endorsed

Rec 51 (p. A73) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – YV5 

Endorsed     Endorsed

Not for 
consideration 
by Area East 
Committee 
 

Endorsed

Rec 52 (p. A73) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – HG7 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 53 (p. A73) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – HG8 
and historic 
environments 

Endorsed  Endorsed Endorsed with 
minor change 

 Endorsed ( Area East 
Recommendation not 
accepted) 

Policy concerns relating to 
applications for agricultural 
workers dwellings in the 
country are taken into 
account in policy EQ2.. 

Rec 54 (p. A73) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – EP2 

Endorsed     Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed  
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PMB report 
recommendation 
number (agenda 
page number) 

Heading and brief 
summary of PMB 
recommendation (for 
full wording of 
recommendation, 
please refer to agenda 
report) 

Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 55 (p. A74) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – EP4 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 56 (p. A74) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – EP7 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 57 (p. A74) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – EP9 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 58 (p. A74) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – EP10 -14 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 59 (p. A75) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – EP15 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 60 (p. A75) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – EP16 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 61 (p. A75) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – TA1 
Asked for a technical 
appraisal before 
consideration at full 
Council 

Endorsed  Endorsed Endorsed with 
minor change 

 Endorsed with minor 
change 
(clarification of issue 
undertaken) 

16 amp charging points are 
more effective and no more 
costly to developers to install 
in new development in order 
to use for electric vehicle 
charging.  

Rec 62 (p. A75) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – TA3 

Endorsed     Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed  

Rec 63 (p. A76) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – HW4 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed
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PMB report 
recommendation 
number (agenda 
page number) 

Heading and brief 
summary of PMB 
recommendation (for 
full wording of 
recommendation, 
please refer to agenda 
report) 

Area North 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area South 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area East 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change 
or Not 
endorsed 

Area West 
Committee: 
Endorsed, 
Endorsed with 
minor change or 
Not endorsed 

Project 
Management Board 
reconsideration of 
original 
recommendations 

Project Management Board 
reasons & implications 

Rec 64 (p. A76) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – EQ3 
Add an additional bullet 
to the policy to ensure 
that the habitat features 
that are used by bats and 
other wildlife are 
protected (rather than 
maintained) so that the 
design of development 
does not cause 
severance or is a barrier 
to movement and ensure 
that relevant wildlife and 
landscape designations 
are protected. 

Endorsed Endorsed with
minor change 

 Endorsed  Endorsed with minor 
change (as Area 
South 
recommendation). 

 

Rec 65 (p. A76) 7.23 Additional policy 
changes – EQ7 add 
historic environment 

Endorsed  Endorsed Endorsed with 
minor change 

 Endorsed (Area East 
recommendation not 
accepted). 

Policy concerns relating to 
applications for equestrian 
development in the country 
are taken into account in 
policy EQ2.  

Rec 66 (p. A76) 8. Drafting of the Core 
Strategy proposed 
submission document 

Endorsed     Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed  

Rec 67 (p. A77) Endorsed Endorsed     Endorsed Endorsed
Rec 68 (p. A78) 

9. Sustainability and 
appropriate assessment Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 69 (p. A78) 10. Equalities Impact 
Assessment 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 70 (p. A79) 11. National Planning 
Policy Framework 

Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed

Rec 71 (p. A79) Next steps Endorsed      Endorsed Endorsed Endorsed
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Annex 1 Potential dwelling provision within Yeovil urban framework – update to table 6 in District Executive report 
Annex 2 East Coker and North Coker Buffer Zone 
Annex 3 Revised Policy SS5 showing amended job totals 
Annex 4 Ilchester Town Centre Boundary and Primary Shopping Frontage 
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Annex 1: Potential dwelling provision within Yeovil urban framework – update 
to table 6 in District Executive report  
 
Yeovil land availability within development limits  
     

  
Achievable 

capacity 
Theoretical 
Potential Already Approved Allocations 

          
Completions 1221 1221    
Commitments 2483 2483    
          
Key sites         
KS/BRYM/1 97 97620 commitments 717 
KS/YEWI/1 137 137*636 commitments **786 
KS/YEWI/2     830 commitments 830 
          
Yeovil Urban Village 196 278    
          
SHLAA sites 257 724    
          
Potential windfall sites 1200 1200    
          

Flats above shops and 
conversion of houses 
(Urban Cpacity Study) 84 84    
          
Total 5604 6237    
     
     
* 717 approved at outline, superseded by reserved matters applications but considered in the potential 
** Increase from 717 to take consideration of land still available within the site  
     
Produced 9/3/12     
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Annex 3 Policy SS5 Delivering New Employment Land  
 
The Core Strategy will assist the delivery of 9,200 jobs as a minimum, and 
approximately 600,850 sq metres net/162 hectares gross of traditional employment 
land (Use Class B1, B2 and B8) to be directed to the following settlements for the 
period 1st April 2006 to 1st April 2028. 
 

Settlement Core 
Strategy 

2006-2028  
Total 

Employment 
Land 

Requirement 

Existing 
Employment 

Land 
Commitments 

Additional 
Employment 

Land Provision 
Required (total 

employment 
land less 
existing 

commitments) 
 

(As at April 
2011) 

Total Jobs to 
be encouraged 

2006-2028 
(numbers in 

brackets 
indicates jobs 
in traditional 
‘B’ Uses as 

defined by the 
Use Classes 

Order) 
Strategic 
Town 

    

Yeovil Town* 44.84 39.84 5.0 2,943 (1,942) 
Yeovil Urban 
Extension 

7.0 0.0 7.0 1,565 (1,033) 

     
Market Towns     
Chard* 17.14 17.14 0.0 886 (585) 
Crewkerne* 10.10 10.10 0.0 472 (312) 
Ilminster* 23.05 23.05 0.0 343 (226) 
Wincanton 8.61 3.61 5.0 490 (323) 
Somerton 4.91 1.91 3.0 251 (166) 
Castle 
Cary/Ansford 

13.19 10.19 3.0 223 (147) 

Langport/Huish 
Episcopi 

3.44 0.44 3.0 233 (154) 

     
Rural Centres    
Bruton 2.56 0.56 2.0 
Ilchester 2.02 0.02 2.0 
Martock 4.79 2.79 2.0 
Milborne Port 2.04 0.04 2.0 
South 
Petherton 

3.80 1.80** 2.0 

Stoke Sub 
Hamdon 

2.0 0.0 2.0 

828 (546) 

     
Other     
Rural 
Settlements 

12.36 7.86 4.5 966 (638) 

     
Total 161.85 119.35 42.5 9,200 (6,072)1

* Yeovil, Crewkerne & Ilminster have strategic employment sites which are saved from the 
previous South Somerset Local Plan and Chard’s strategic allocation based around Chard 
                                                 
1 Due to rounding of numbers they may not add up. 
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Regeneration Plan also includes employment provision, these sites combined equate to a 
total of 46.35 hectares, and this figure has been included in the overall floorspace figure cited 
in Policy SS5 above. 
** This figure relates to Lopen Head Nursery.  
*** Yeovil and Chard will deliver additional employment land beyond the plan period.  Chard 
will deliver 6 hectares and Yeovil will deliver 4 hectares beyond 2028, in association with their 
strategic residential growth. 
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C 
South Somerset District Council 

 
Draft Minutes of a meeting of the South Somerset District Council held on Monday 
23rd April 2012 in the Gateway Centre, Addlewell Lane, Yeovil.  

 
(10.00am – 6.50pm) 

 
Present:  
 
Members: Councillor Michael Best  (Chairman) 

Councillor Roy Mills   (Vice Chairman) 
 
Cathy Bakewell Henry Hobhouse John Richardson 
Mike Beech Tim Inglefield Roslynn Roderigo 
Dave Bulmer Andrew Kendall Jo Roundell Greene 
John Calvert Jenny Kenton  Sylvia Seal 
Tony Capozzoli Michael Lewis Gina Seaton 
Tim Carroll Pauline Lock Peter Seib 
John Vincent Chainey Tony Lock Angie Singleton 
Pauline Clarke Ian Martin Sue Steele 
Nick Colbert Paul Maxwell Paul Thompson 
John Dyke Nigel Mermagen Andrew Turpin  
Tony Fife Terry Mounter Linda Vijeh 
Marcus Fysh David Norris  Martin Wale 
Nigel Gage Graham Oakes Barry Walker 
Jon Gleeson Sue Osborne Lucinda Wallace  
Carol Goodall Ric Pallister William Wallace 
Dave Greene Patrick Palmer Nick Weeks 
Anna Groskop Shane Pledger Colin Winder 
Peter Gubbins Wes Read Derek Yeomans 
Brennie Halse  David Recardo  
 
Officers: 
 
Mark Williams Chief Executive 
Rina Singh Strategic Director (Place and Performance) 
Ian Clarke Assistant Director (Legal and Corporate Services) 
Martin Woods Assistant Director (Economy) 
Andy Foyne Spatial Strategy Manager 
Angela Watson Legal Services Manager 
David Julian Economic Development Manager 
Angela Cox Democratic Services Manager 
 
 

119. Apologies for Absence (Agenda Item 1) 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Graham Middleton and Kim 
Turner. 
 
 

 C09M 11:12 1 23.04.12 

         Appendix 12 Full Council Resolution re Proposed South Somerset
                                 Local Plan, approval for consultation
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C 
120. Minutes (Agenda Item 2) 

 
The minutes of the meeting held on the 15th March 2012, copies of which had been 
previously circulated, were approved as a correct record of the meeting and signed by 
the Chairman. 
 
RESOLVED: that the minutes of the Council meeting held on 15th March 2012 be 

approved as an accurate record of the meeting. 
 
 

121. Declarations of Interest (Agenda Item 3) 
 
Agenda Item 8 – South Somerset Core Strategy 
 
The following Members declared a personal interest in Agenda item 8, South Somerset 
Core Strategy:- 
 
Councillor Marcus Fysh  - resident of East Coker. 
 
Councillor John V Chainey - resident of Hendford Hill, Yeovil.   
 
Councillor Colin Winder - member of Wincanton Town Council. 
 
Councillor Nick Weeks - member of Castle Cary Town Council. 
 
Councillor Gina Seaton stated that although she had previously expressed views on 
Agenda item 8, the South Somerset Core Strategy, she had consulted the Solicitor to the 
Council and wished it to be recorded that she would retain an open mind whilst 
discussing the item. 
 
Councillor Patrick Palmer declared a personal interest in Agenda item 8, South Somerset 
Core Strategy, Recommendation 23, as he had an interest in land for employment that 
was already allocated in the current Local Plan in the parish of Martock.   
 
 

122. Public Question Time (Agenda Item 4) 
 
There were no questions from members of the public present. 
 
 

123. Chairman’s Announcements (Agenda Item 5) 
 

The Chairman announced that:- 

• No fire drill was expected that day and he pointed out the emergency exits for the 
building. 

• Mobile phones should be switched off. 
• There would be refreshment breaks during the meeting. 
• The Gateway Centre would provide coffee at the break for the public (donations 

requested) and sandwiches could be purchased from the café at lunchtime.   
• During consideration of Agenda Item 8, the South Somerset Core Strategy, Parts 

1 and 2 of this report would be combined and all public comments on these two 
items would be taken together. 

 C09M 11:12 2 23.04.12 
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C 
• Public speaking would be limited to 3 minutes per person and he asked that all 

views expressed during the meeting were treated with respect. 
 
 

124.  Chairman’s Engagements (Agenda Item 6) 
  
The list of Chairman’s Engagements was noted. 
 
 

125.  National Planning Policy Framework and its Implications for the emerging 
Core Strategy (Report by Project Management Board) (Agenda Item 7) 
  
Councillor Ric Pallister, as Leader of the Council, introduced the report.  He reminded 
Members that the Council’s existing Local Plan would expire in 12 months time and if the 
Council had no adopted Core Strategy of its own by then, then the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) document, recently published by the Government, would be 
the only planning guidance for the Council.  He said that officers had compared the 
NPPF document to the emerging Core Strategy document and found only 6 areas of 
significant change.   He offered to take Members through the proposed changes, listed in 
Annex 1, page by page. 
 
Councillor Martin Wale stated that he did not feel he had sufficient knowledge to enable 
him to vote on the item.  He acknowledged that Councillor Workshops were arranged to 
be held in May 2012 but he felt the workshops should have been held before Councillors 
were asked to take this decision.   
 
Councillor Pallister responded that the NPPF document was only 50 pages in length and 
large parts of it were open to interpretation, which no Councillor Workshop could provide 
an exact answer to.  He reminded Members that the changes were not significant and 
could be integrated into the emerging Core Strategy. 
 
Councillor Marcus Fysh said that the NPPF document could pose significant changes to 
the emerging Core Strategy and it would be better to wait until Councillors fully 
understood the issues and implications.  He proposed that the meeting be adjourned 
until Councillors had received comprehensive training on the NPPF implications to the 
emerging Core Strategy.  This was confirmed by more than 10 Councillors present.  
Councillor Fysh further requested that a named vote to be taken on his proposal. 
 
A named vote was then taken as follows:- 
 
 In favour Against Abstain 
Cathy Bakewell    
Mike Beech    
Mike Best    
David Bulmer    
John Calvert    
Tony Capozzoli    
Tim Carroll    
John V Chainey    
Pauline Clarke    
Nick Colbert    
John Dyke    
Tony Fife    
Marcus Fysh    

 C09M 11:12 3 23.04.12 
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C 
Nigel Gage    
Jon Gleeson    
Carol Goodall    
David Greene    
Anna Groskop    
Peter Gubbins    
Brennie Halse    
Henry Hobhouse    
Tim Inglefield    
Andy Kendall    
Jenny Kenton    
Mike Lewis    
Pauline Lock    
Tony Lock    
Ian Martin    
Paul Maxwell    
Nigel Mermagen    
Roy Mills    
Terry Mounter    
David Norris    
Graham Oakes    
Sue Osborne    
Ric Pallister     
Patrick Palmer     
Shane Pledger    
Wes Read    
David Recardo    
John Richardson    
Ros Roderigo    
Jo Roundell Greene    
Sylvia Seal    
Gina Seaton    
Peter Seib    
Angie Singleton    
Sue Steele    
Paul Thompson    
Andrew Turpin     
Linda Vijeh    
Martin Wale    
Barry Walker    
Lucy Wallace    
William Wallace    
Nick Weeks    
Colin Winder    
Derek Yeomans    
 22 34 2 
 
The proposal to adjourn the meeting until Councillors had received comprehensive 
training on the NPPF implications to the emerging Core Strategy was declared to be lost 
and the meeting continued.   
 

 C09M 11:12 4 23.04.12 
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The recommendations of the report as detailed in the Agenda were proposed and 
seconded and, on being put to the vote, were carried (voting: 35 in favour, 24 against, 0 
abstentions). 
 
RESOLVED: That Council: 

 1. noted that the Core Strategy be renamed the South Somerset 
Local Plan 2006 – 2028 
 

 2. amended the Core Strategy (South Somerset Local Plan 2006 – 
2028) with the changes as indicated in annex1 and associated 
appendices. 
 

 3. amended the Core Strategy (South Somerset Local Plan 2006 – 
2028) to refer in supporting text to the national Planning Policy for 
Traveller sites (as indicated in section 2 below) and not pursue a 
specific rural exception policy for Gypsies, Travellers and 
Travelling Show people. 
 

 4. delegated to the Project Management Board the decision on 
which currently saved Policies to retain through integration into 
the South Somerset local Plan 2006 – 2028 from the existing list 
of saved policies from the former Local Plan (1991 – 2011) 
 

 5. delegated to the Project Management Board the decision to 
integrate into the South Somerset Local Plan 2006 – 2028 policies 
in former Planning Policy Statements not continued within the 
NPPF. 
 

Reason: To note the main elements of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) published on 27th March 2012 and its implications for the 
emerging Core Strategy and to agree any necessary amendments to 
the emerging Core Strategy. 

(Voting: 35 in favour, 24 against, 0 abstentions) 
Andy Foyne 

Spatial Policy Manager 
 
 

126. South Somerset Core Strategy – Consideration of Representations and 
Recommendations for the proposed Submission Draft (Agenda Item 8) 
 
The Chairman reminded all present that Parts One and Two of this Agenda item would 
be considered together, and as such, public participation on these two parts would be 
heard together. 
 
Parts One and Two 
 
Forty Eight members of the public addressed the Committee on Parts One and Two of 
the report.  Their comments included: 
 

• Any financial contributions received from new developments should be used 
within the area of the development for the benefit of that community. 

• The Infrastructure Deliver Plan should ensure that community meeting space and 
shops be built at the same time as any new housing. 

 C09M 11:12 5 23.04.12 
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• The portion of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) which is passed to Town and 

Parish Councils must be a meaningful proportion to benefit the residents. 
• There are plans to upgrade 14 critical junctions within Yeovil but no plans to 

upgrade Hendford Hill. 
• There is no allowance for cycling or additional public transport. 
• The number of new houses proposed is too high and the Council’s economic 

aspirations to achieve growth could be achieved at the Penn Mill and Cattle 
market sites within Yeovil.  

• The Keyford site in Yeovil would create unacceptable traffic congestion for future 
generations of people. 

• Councillors should not vote in favour of the Core Strategy unless they have fully 
read and understood all the papers and are sure the information is correct. 

• It would be impossible to extend Yeovil without affecting the environment. 
• Increasing the size of Yeovil will destroy the reasons why people wish to live 

here. 
• The Core Strategy is now to be known as the South Somerset Local Plan 2006 – 

2028, so why does this plan include additional housing requirements that fall 
outside those dates? 

• The Project Management Board have failed to justify the numbers of houses to 
be built and they have also failed to justify that an urban extension is required in 
Yeovil. 

• If you reduce the overall housing numbers then the infrastructure requirements 
will be lost. 

• The Core Strategy will protect the area against speculative developer-led 
building. 

• The amendments posed by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) are 
far from trivial and no council has yet had the time to assess their impact. 

• Councillors represent the people and you should listen to their concerns. 
• If the development to the south west of Yeovil goes ahead then the north west 

option will come forward eventually. 
• The classification of South Petherton as a rural centre is supported and a level of 

growth of 94 dwellings will help to support local jobs and the rural centre. 
• The Council should consider development within Yeovil rather than on the edge. 
• There are many empty industrial units and land allocated for housing which has 

not yet been built on in Yeovil. 
• Traffic congestion is a major problem at peak times in Yeovil and it is forecast to 

increase by 34% in the next few years.  Yeovil will be gridlocked. 
• The Council should consider more spread out development rather than a new 

town on the edge of Yeovil. 
• The countryside and particularly Grade 1 agricultural land should be preserved. 
• Villages should be allowed to have new housing to survive but the village of West 

Coker cannot take 2,500 houses. 
• There are enough brownfield sites in the area for development without using 

Grade 1 agricultural land. 
• The Keyford site in Yeovil includes plans for a new secondary school which 

would benefit all the villages to the south of Yeovil. 
• The Council will lose control of the planning process if it fails to deliver a new 

Local Plan on time. 
• The data used to compile the report has been checked, scrutinised and debated 

and the best option for development in Yeovil is to the south west. 
• The majority of development should not be in either the south west or the north 

west of Yeovil, but, should be spread across the district. 

 C09M 11:12 6 23.04.12 
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• It is essential that the new development for Yeovil is within easy reach by bus 

and rail and should be located as close as possible to existing services.   
• Developers must take account of flood risk areas and mitigate the risks through 

sustainable drainage systems, however, the greater the risk of flooding then the 
greater the cost of mitigation.   

• Substantial earthworks would be needed to create a link road onto the A3088 to 
allow development to the north west of Yeovil. 

• The information supplied to Councillors fails the evidence test and the 
consultants strong growth assessments are at odds with the current economic 
climate. 

• The plans for development in Yeovil will make the Yeovil Junction railway station 
and Hendford Hill unfit for purpose. 

• Failure to make a decision on the Core Strategy would waste time and money 
and make the governance of the Council look weak. 

• Eco-town status for the Keyford development would not work as the land was not 
flat and would not lend itself to cycling or walking into the town centre. 

• The Chard Eastern Development Area (CEDA) site in Chard was subject to land 
ransom strips and the Council should have other sites in hand ready for 
allocation. 

 
The Chairman asked Council to agree that the meeting continue beyond 3 hours in 
duration and this was confirmed. 
 
Councillor Ric Pallister, as Leader of Council and Chairman of the Project Management 
Board, responded to the public comments made, some of which included: 
 

• It would be for Councillors to decide the priorities of where any Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) funding raised would be spent. 

• The views of both the Environment Agency and Highways Agency had been 
taken into account at all the proposed development sites relating to flooding and 
traffic issues. 

• Developers would not be allowed to avoid infrastructure provision on any 
development site.  

• There was no question that the northern distributor road was part of the 
development planned for Chard, however, it was not critical for the early stages 
of the CEDA site. 

 
The Economic Development Manager then addressed the Council on the economic and 
business issues relating to the Core Strategy.   
 
Members then moved to the recommendations of Parts One and Two of the report. 
Several proposals to amend recommendations were made and these were:- 
 
Recommendation 2 
 
Councillor Martin Wale proposed an amendment to the recommendation that a 
household requirement of 14,200 dwellings from 2006 – 2028, of which 6,610 be located 
within or adjacent to Yeovil.  This was seconded by Councillor Michael Lewis.   
 
There followed a prolonged debate by Members on the merits and drawbacks to the 
proposal and the supporting data used to draw it up.  Councillor Andrew Turpin then 
moved that under Council Procedure Rule 12, the proposed amendment now be put to 
the vote.  This was agreed by the majority of Members and the amended proposal that a 
household requirement of 14,200 dwellings from 2006 – 2028, of which 6,610 be located 
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within or adjacent to Yeovil, was put to the vote immediately.  The voting was 22 in 
favour with 34 against and so the amended proposal was declared to be lost. 
 
The original recommendation for a household requirement of 15,950 dwellings from 2006 
– 2028 was then put to the vote and carried (voting: 34 in favour, 21 against, 1 
abstention). 
 
As the motion was moved that the recommendation be put to the vote immediately, all 
other speakers on this issue were no longer allowed to be heard and Councillor Tim 
Inglefield requested that his disappointment at being unable to speak on the 
recommendation be recorded. 
 
Recommendation 4 
 
Councillor Terry Mounter expressed his strong opposition to the classification of Huish 
Episcopi as a Market Town, solely on the basis of its proximity to Langport which had 
limited scope for development.  It was agreed to divide the recommendation into two and 
take the recommendation to change Langport and Huish Episcopi’s status from Rural 
Centre to Local Market Town separately as Recommendation 4 (b).  The voting on this 
recommendation was: 36 in favour, 20 against, 0 abstentions.  Councillors Terry Mounter 
and Derek Yeomans asked that their votes against this recommendation be recorded. 
 
Recommendation 10 
 
Councillor Marcus Fysh proposed an amendment to the recommendation to increase the 
Yeovil urban capacity to 7,414 dwellings on the basis that windfall and garden sites be 
included.  This was seconded by Councillor Colin Winder and after a brief debate, it was 
put to the vote (voting: 18 in favour, 33 against, 3 abstentions) and the amended 
proposal was declared to be lost. 
 
The original recommendation for a Yeovil urban capacity of 6,250 dwellings was then put 
to the vote and carried (voting: 35 in favour, 12 against, 2 abstentions). 
 
Recommendations 15 to 21 
 
Members agreed to vote on recommendations 15 to 21 on block.  Councillor Terry 
Mounter asked that it be minuted that Langport and Huish Episcopi Parish Councils were 
opposed to any development in the direction of Wearne due to flooding problems in that 
area. 
 

Report 
recommendation 
number  

Heading and brief summary of PMB 
recommendation (for full wording of 
recommendations, please refer to 
agenda report) 

 
Council 
Decision 

 
Voting 

Parts 1 and 2    
 
Rec 1  
 

An end date of April 2028 be adopted Endorsed Unanimous 

Rec 2  

 
District wide scale of growth 
That a household requirement of 15,950 
dwellings from 2006 – 2028 be endorsed 
for South Somerset and Policy SS3 
amended accordingly. 

Endorsed  
34 in favour,  
21 against,  
1 abstention 
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Report 
recommendation 
number  

Heading and brief summary of PMB 
recommendation (for full wording of 
recommendations, please refer to 
agenda report) 

 
Council 
Decision 

 
Voting 

Parts 1 and 2    

Rec 3  

Review of the status of Yeovil, market 
towns and rural centres. 
That the following terminology be adopted 
within the Core Strategy: 
• Yeovil – a strategically significant town 
• Market Towns (Primary Market Towns 

and Local Market Towns) 
• Rural Centres and  
• Rural Settlements 
 

Endorsed Unanimous 

Rec 4 (a) 

No change to Yeovil as a strategically 
significant town. 
No change to Market Town status of all the 
proposed Market Towns (Primary Market 
Towns will be Chard, Crewkerne, Ilminster, 
Wincanton and Local Market Towns will be 
Ansford / Castle Cary, and Somerton). 
 

Endorsed  Unanimous 

Rec 4 (b) 
Change Langport and Huish Episcopi’s 
status from Rural Centre to Local Market 
Town. 

Endorsed 
36 in favour,  
20 against,  
0 abstentions 

Rec 5  

No change to draft rural centres 
designations (other than the suggested 
promotion of Langport / Huish Episcopi to 
Local Market Town.) 
 

Endorsed Unanimous 

Rec 6  

Distribution of growth between Yeovil, 
Market Towns, Rural Centres and Rural 
Settlements  
That Revised Settlement Policy SS4  
presenting the distribution of housing 
growth about South Somerset is endorsed. 
 
See Table 4: POLICY SS4 DELIVERING 
NEW HOUSING GROWTH 
 

Endorsed 
36 in favour,  
19 against,  
1 abstentions 

Rec 7  

Review of Policy SS2 (Development in 
Rural Settlements) Development Areas 
and Infilling  
 
 

Endorsed 
53 in favour,  
0 against,  
3 abstentions 

Rec 8  Phasing Development Endorsed 
55 in favour, 
1 against, 
0 abstentions 
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Report 
recommendation 
number  

Heading and brief summary of PMB 
recommendation (for full wording of 
recommendations, please refer to 
agenda report) 

 
Council 
Decision 

 
Voting 

Parts 1 and 2    

Rec 9  

Yeovil – Direction for development – the 
Yeovil Urban Extension  
Confirm the 7,815 dwelling housing 
provision for Yeovil to 2028 in the context of 
a stronger clearer justification for the role of 
growth in the Vision statement for the town. 
Amend policy YV 1 accordingly. 

Endorsed 
40 in favour, 
16 against, 
0 abstentions 

Rec 10  

Endorse a Yeovil urban capacity of 6,250 
dw and amend policies YV1 and 2 
accordingly. 
 

Endorsed  
35 in favour, 
14 against, 
3 abstentions 

Rec 11  

Endorse a total provision for the Urban 
extension of 2,500dw (with 1,565 dw to be 
developed within the Plan period and 935 
dw to be developed beyond the plan period) 
and amend policies YV1 and 2 accordingly. 
 

Endorsed 
36 in favour, 
11 against, 
6 abstentions 

Rec 12 (a) 

Endorse South and West Option as the 
location of the urban extension. Amend 
policy YV2 accordingly 
 
Endorse amended proposals map for Yeovil 
showing a revised direction of growth for 
the Yeovil Urban extension to the South 
and West of Yeovil (as shown on the 
amended plan in the map section) 
 

Endorsed 
35 in favour, 
14 against, 
3 abstentions 

Rec 12 (b) 

That the East Coker and North Coker Buffer 
Zone as shown in appendix I and on the 
Yeovil Proposals Inset Plan be endorsed 
and a new policy be presented. 
 

Endorsed 
50 in favour, 
0 against,  
4 abstentions 

Rec 13  

Maintain aspirations to achieve Eco 
Standards in the urban extension with the 
exception of construction standards beyond 
the Government’s newly proposed Code 
and present these in the Core Strategy in 
the light of the Government’s withdrawal of 
current eco town guidance. 
 

Endorsed 
50 in favour, 
0 against, 
4 abstentions 

Rec 14 
Chard – Direction for development  
 Endorsed 

53 in favour, 
0 against, 
1 abstention 

Rec 15  Crewkerne – Direction for development 
 Endorsed 

Rec 16  Ilminster – Direction for development  
 Endorsed 

Rec 17  Wincanton – Direction for development 
 Endorsed 

 
50 in favour, 
1 against, 
0 abstentions 
 
50 in favour, 
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Report 
recommendation 
number  

Heading and brief summary of PMB 
recommendation (for full wording of 
recommendations, please refer to 
agenda report) 

 
Council 
Decision 

 
Voting 

Parts 1 and 2    

Rec 18  
Ansford / Castle Cary – Direction for 
development 
 

Endorsed 

Rec 19  
Langport / Huish Episcopi – Direction for 
growth 
 

Endorsed 

Rec 20  Somerton – Direction for growth 
 Endorsed 

1 against, 
4 abstentions  

Rec 21  
Implications of Infrastructure Planning 
in South Somerset Report Endorsed 

42 in favour, 
2 against, 
5 abstentions  

 
Part Three 
 
Two members of the public addressed the Committee on Part two of the report.  Their 
comments included: 
 

• A two tier rate of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) was proposed in Chard, 
with a lower rate being applied to the eastern development – was this fair? 

• The reasons why a variable Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) rate is proposed 
are concerning.   

• To endorse recommendations 63 to 66 would allow the Project Management 
Board to take key decisions which should be made by full Council. 

 
Councillor Pallister responded that the proposed Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
rates were currently out for public consultation and could change as a consequence.  
More Section 106 funding (and less CIL funding) would be sought from some 
developments in Chard which could then be used for on site local infrastructure.  
 
Members then moved to the recommendations of Part Three of the report. Several 
proposals to amend recommendations were made and these were:- 
 
Recommendations 22 to 27 
 
Members agreed to vote on recommendations 22 to 27 on block.  
 
Recommendation 28 
 
Councillor Martin Wale proposed an amendment to the recommendation that a rate of 
25% affordable housing be applied across the district and this was seconded by 
Councillor David Norris.  After a brief debate, the amendment was put to the vote (voting: 
14 in favour, 35 against, 3 abstentions) and was declared to be lost. 
 
The original recommendation to retain the 35% target for affordable housing was then 
put to the vote and carried (voting: 37 in favour, 11 against, 5 abstentions). 
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Recommendation 29 
 
Councillor Martin Wale proposed an amendment to the recommendation that a provision 
of 5% affordable housing should be sought across the district as both the value of land 
would be more and building should not be curtailed in rural areas.  This was seconded 
by Councillor David Norris and following a brief debate it was put to the vote (voting: 18 
in favour, 33 against, 2 abstentions) and the amendment was declared to be lost. 
 
The original recommendation to request 5% affordable housing on developments within 
Yeovil and 10% in Rural Centres and Rural Settlements was then put to the vote and 
carried (voting: 33 in favour, 18 against, 2 abstentions). 
 
Recommendations 30 to 62 
 
It was proposed to take the voting on recommendations 30 to 62 on block, however, 
Councillor Andrew Turpin asked that Recommendation 41, relating to rail freight, be 
taken separately as he wished to propose an amendment.  After a brief discussion, it 
was unanimously agreed to defer the consideration of recommendation 41 of the Core 
Strategy report to the next meeting of Council on 17th May 2012. 
 
The remaining recommendations 30 to 62 (excluding 41) were then voted on block.     
 
Recommendation 63 
 
Councillor Martin Wale proposed an amendment to the recommendation that the Project 
Management Board (PMB) prepare the revised content of the Core Strategy prior to and 
for public consultation, as the Core Strategy Proposed Submission Document, following 
approval of full Council.  This was seconded by Councillor Terry Mounter. 
 
Councillor Ric Pallister, as Chairman of the PMB, responded with an undertaking that all 
the PMB documents would be circulated to all Councillors by e-mail, prior to the 
meetings, so that they could respond and their comments be taken into account at the 
PMB meetings.   
 
Councillor Wale accepted Councillor Pallister’s offer and withdrew his proposed 
amendment.  The original recommendation was then put to the vote and carried (voting: 
47 in favour, 3 against, 1 abstention). 
 
Recommendations 64 to 67 
 
It was proposed to take recommendations 64 to 67 on block, however, Councillor Marcus 
Fysh said it was not appropriate to delegate important decisions to the PMB and he 
proposed that each recommendation be amended so that final approval be given by full 
Council and not the PMB.  This was seconded by Councillor Nick Weeks and on being 
put to the vote, was lost (voting: 10 in favour, 36 against, 5 abstentions). 
 
The original recommendations were then put to the vote on block and carried (voting: 35 
in favour, 10 against, 3 abstentions). 
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Report 
recommendation 
number  

Heading and brief summary of PMB 
recommendation (for full wording of 
recommendations, please refer to 
agenda report) 

Council 
Decision Voting 

Part 3    

Rec 22  
 
Planning Obligation Policy Post 
introduction of CIL  

Endorsed 

Rec 23  
 
Employment land  
 

Endorsed 

Rec 24  Yeovil Airfield Safeguarding Endorsed 
Rec 25  Policy CV3 Chard Obligations Endorsed 
Rec 26  Housing Density Endorsed 

Rec 27  The use of Previously Developed Land 
(PDL) for new housing development Endorsed 

 
50 in favour, 
0 against, 
2 abstentions 

Rec 28 
 
Affordable housing Endorsed 

37 in favour, 
11 against, 
5 abstentions 

Rec 29  
Small Sites Affordable Housing Financial 
Contributions Endorsed 

33 in favour, 
18 against, 
2 abstentions 

Rec 30  Gypsy and Travellers and Travelling Show 
People Endorsed 

Rec 31  Specialist Housing Provision for Older 
People Endorsed 

Rec 32   
Henstridge Airfield Endorsed 

Rec 33  Employment Land Safeguarding Endorsed 
Rec 34  Live / Work facilities Endorsed 
Rec 35  Major new tourist facilities Endorsed 

Rec 36  
Ilchester, Milborne Port and Stoke Sub 
Hamdon town centre boundaries and 
primary shop frontages 

Endorsed 

Rec 37  Sequential approach policy for town centre 
uses Endorsed 

Rec 38 Retail Hierarchy Endorsed 
Rec 39  Locally derived Retail Thresholds Policy Endorsed 

Rec 40  Presumption against Major new Regional 
Shopping Facilities Endorsed 

48 in favour, 
0 against, 
1 abstention 

Rec 41 
Policy TA1: To include reference to Rail 
Freight 

Deferred to 
next meeting 
of Council 

Unanimous 

Rec 42  Policy TA2: Travel Plans Endorsed 
Rec 43  Car Parking Standards Endorsed 

Rec 44  Viability of Open Space Standards in Light 
of Open Space Strategy Endorsed 

Rec 45  Climate change Endorsed 
Rec 46  Additional Policy Changes - YV2 Endorsed 

Rec 47  Additional Policy Changes - YV4 (and 
Policy CV4) Endorsed 

Rec 48  Additional Policy Changes - YV5 Endorsed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
48 in favour, 
0 against, 
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Report 
recommendation 
number  

Heading and brief summary of PMB 
recommendation (for full wording of 
recommendations, please refer to 
agenda report) 

Council 
Decision Voting 

Part 3    
Rec 49  Additional Policy Changes - HG7 Endorsed 
Rec 50  Additional policy changes – HG8 Endorsed 
Rec 51  Additional policy changes – EP2 Endorsed 
Rec 52  Additional policy changes – EP4 Endorsed 
Rec 53  Additional policy changes – EP7 Endorsed 
Rec 54  Additional policy changes – EP9 Endorsed 

Rec 55  Additional policy changes – EP10 – 14 – 
retail policies Endorsed 

Rec 56  Additional policy changes – EP15 Endorsed 
Rec 57  Additional policy changes – EP16 Endorsed 
Rec 58  Additional policy changes – TA1 Endorsed 
Rec 59  Additional policy changes – TA3 Endorsed 
Rec 60  Additional policy changes – HW4 Endorsed 
Rec 61  Additional policy changes – EQ3 Endorsed 
Rec 62  Additional policy changes – EQ7 Endorsed 

1 abstention 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
48 in favour, 
0 against, 
1 abstention  

Rec 63  
Drafting of the Core Strategy proposed 
submission document Endorsed 

47 in favour, 
3 against, 
1 abstention 

Rec 64  Endorsed 
Rec 65 

Sustainability and appropriate assessment 
Endorsed 

Rec 66  Equalities Impact Assessment Endorsed 
Rec 67 Next steps Endorsed 

35 in favour, 
10 against, 
3 abstentions 

 

Members were then directed to page 8 of the Agenda report and asked to vote on the 
recommendations as presented there. 
 
RESOLVED: That Council  

 1. Endorsed the recommendations made on key proposals and 
policy matters by the District Executive Committee following 
consideration of Project Management Board and Area Committee 
comments as set out in the body of the report in italics (and 
presented in summary form at the end of this report) 
 

 2. Note the comments received and endorse the responses made to 
the public consultation as set out in the attached matrix of 
responses (appendix A) subject to any appropriate amendments 
reflecting Council resolutions. 
 

 3. Note and endorse the summary document identifying resultant 
changes to the Core Strategy proposals and policies both major 
and minor in nature (appendix B) subject to any appropriate 
amendments reflecting Council resolutions. 
 

Reason: To agree to amend the Core Strategy, where considered appropriate, in 
the light of representations received, further emerging evidence base 
and government policy.  
 

(Voting: 35 in favour, 15 against, 1 abstention) 
Andy Foyne 

Spatial Policy Manager 
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127. Report of Executive Decisions (Agenda Item 12) 
 
The report of Executive decisions was noted. 

Councillor Ric Pallister 
Leader of the Council 

 
 

128. Motions (Agenda Item 15) 
 
The following Motion was submitted by Councillor Andrew Turpin:- 
 
“To retain the recommendation to remove the protection for rail freight within Core 
Strategy and to propose a motion to full Council to request that South Somerset 
District Council actively seek a business partner to develop a business case to 
promote a passenger facility on the stretch of line around Chard Junction.” 
 
Councillor Turpin said that in view of the reconsideration of Recommendation 41 of the 
Core Strategy report (Agenda item 8) at the next Council meeting in May 2012, he would 
withdraw his Motion.     
 
 

129.  Questions under Procedure Rule 10 (Agenda Item 16) 
 
Councillor Colin Winder submitted the following questions under Procedure Rule 10:- 
 
The National Planning Framework is now law.  Paragraph 2 states:-  “Planning law 
requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan”.  With a defining statement:  “This 
includes the local plan and neighbourhood plans which have been made in 
relation to the area”. 
 
Can we therefore have a statement to clarify the following: - 
 

1. What support will be given to town and parish councils, both technical and 
financial to prepare their Neighbourhood plan? 

2. How the Neighbourhood plans will be checked and approved for inclusion 
in the development plan? 

 
It was noted that a written response had been provided to Councillor Winder. 
 
 

130.  Date of Next Meeting (Agenda Item 17) 
 
Members noted that the next scheduled meeting of the Full Council would take place on 
Thursday, 17th May 2012 in the Council Chamber, Brympton Way, Yeovil commencing 
at 7.30 p.m. 
 

 
 

..………………………………… 
Chairman 

 
..………………………………… 

Date 
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Appendix 13 Correspondence from Baker Associates regarding the Council’s 

proposed changes to the housing growth methodology 

 
We note your considerable work to update our original report in January 2011, and this is 
both necessary and essential if the Local Plan figures are to be based upon the most up to 
date information.  As you recognise a considerable amount of new information is available, 
not least further demographic information from the census, and Interim 2011-based 
Subnational  Population Projections, as well as mid year estimates providing migration, 
natural change data, employment growth and unemployment levels.  Our report recognised 
that all of these developments would need to be monitored and used to ensure the 
methodology and findings are up to date at the time of use.  It should be noted that our 
report provided a range of figures from a variety of sources in order to demonstrate the 
considerable variation that could exist.  The fundamental point of the report was to provide 
you with information on which the Council could make an informed decision, balancing your 
objectives. It did not seek to provide a single absolute figure based on one means of 
projection. 

  
We recognise that the Council in using the evidence base and developing it further is best 
placed to justify the planning strategy to the inspector.  However, if you believe that we are 
required to put support your evidence and your case at the examination then we can provide 
you with a fee proposal for our attendance, and we are happy to work on this basis. 

  
In response to your specific queries.  Our methodology on the percentage of self employed 
used the most recent information from the current 2010 APS.  The representation provides 
information to demonstrate that this was a lower level than a longer term average, and you 
now believe that using this would be a more robust approach.  We would agree with you and 
think that you would be wise to use this longer term average and test its implications in the 
generation of your housing requirement.   

  
Average household size is an interesting issue and one which many authorities are 
struggling with.  Household size is the output of any model and as such it changes each year 
and is a product of far more detailed assumptions relating to household formation rates, size 
and composition.  It is difficult to apply a figure year by year and we do not know at this time 
what the household change in terms of size has been from 2001 – 2011.  It may be that the 
trend towards smaller households is increasing or has slowed. However it is impossible to 
say yet and certainly difficult to use as a projection.  Until further projections are available it 
would be difficult to make a robust case for using an alternative figure, and could only be 
used for illustrative purposes, rather than as a basis for detailed projections.   We agree that 
it is essential to review, monitor and update all this information such as average household 
size and economic activity rates, job growth, unemployment and other demographic 
information regularly to ensure up to date information is used to inform any future review of 
the Plan. 

  
We wish you all the best in your decisions about the level of housing growth and if we can be 
of any further assistance please contact either myself or Jo. 
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Regards 
  

John 
  

John Baker 
Partner 

  
For and on behalf of Peter Brett Associates LLP 
10 Queen Square, Bristol, BS1 4NT 

 
Roger Tym & Partners and Baker Associates are now part of Peter Brett Associates LLP 

 
 

From: Andy Foyne   
Sent: Wednesday, 17 October 2012 14:44 
To: John Baker 
Cc: Joanna Lee; Martin Woods; Elizabeth Arnold; Jo Manley 
Subject: Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil 

  
Further to my telephone conversation with Joanne Lee of your company on 16th October I 
should like to seek clarification of your view on three key elements relating to the Council‟s 

subsequent development of your original “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and 

Yeovil Report of January 2011”.  This as you know is a key grounding for the determination 
of the Council‟s Housing Requirement in its emerging Local Plan.   

  
1. Assumption on Self Employed 

  
The Assumption used in the original report was that 11.4% of the projected employees in 
employment would be added to projected figure to ensure self employed workers are 
included in the projection.  The percentage derived from the known figure of 7,800 self 
employed persons in South Somerset at 2010 derived from the Annual Population Survey (in 
fact the figure was 7,600). This is shown on pages 17 and 18 of the original report. 

  
Following representations received on the Proposed Submission Local Plan it has been 
made clear that over the first 6 years of the Local Plan timescale that the 2010 figure is the 
lowest annual total and the highest is 13,500 in 2008, with an average over the 6 years to 
2012 of 10,100 persons.  The objector to the Plan has argued that the average should apply 
and I have expressed my view to your colleague that I am minded to agree to that 
adjustment to the methodology.  It seems basically reasonable with a significantly fluctuating 
variable to take the average for the plan period to date. The adjustment has a significant 
effect on the number of houses required through the applied methodology. I attach for your 
information the relevant annualised data on self employment.  I should say that from 
considerable representations on the housing requirement and its derivation this is the only 
objection on methodology that we are not able to robustly rebut. 

  
I would be grateful for your confirmation of this adjustment or alternatively the argument by 
which the objection would be rebutted.   
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2. Updating the methodology to account for known employment data from BRES to 
2011 

  
On this aspect I am comfortable with our updating the figures in table 4.6 on page 18 of your 
report to 2011 to adjust for the actual numbers in employment at 2011 from the BRES 
survey data adjusted to take full account of agricultural employment from DEFRA data.  This, 
through the use of the actual figure, takes account of the significant loss of jobs (3,400) from 
2006 -2010 and the surprising bounce back of 3,600 additional jobs in 2010 – 2011 (2,000 
more self employed and 1,600 more employees in employment) that the BRES and APS 
surveys shows for South Somerset.  

  
I believe that I and my staff have gone through a significant learning curve on these matters 
and will be able to deal with the questions put to date through representations on the Local 
Plan.  Accordingly I would expect that your support at a forthcoming Examination is not likely 
to be required.  The one caveat I put to this however is should the Inspector wish to get a 
more detailed insight into the actual economic scenarios that you produced.  Should that be 
the case your input would be sought (at an additional cost to South Somerset DC).  At 
present I anticipate an Examination in March /April of next year. 

  
3. Census Update  

  
The recent announcement of census data for the Country has shown the household 
occupancy projections to be somewhat off the mark.  This is the case in South Somerset 
where the occupancy rate in 2001 was 2.36 persons per household and in 2011 it was 2.32.  
The Government Projections (as used by you in your report)  indicated that the occupancy 
rate should have declined to 2.24persons per dwelling. As you know occupancy level at Plan 
end (currently estimated at 2.10) has a significant bearing on actual dwelling numbers 
required.  Whilst the Government is producing 2010 household projections with some 
consideration of the census results, as I understand it they are not addressing the census 
issues in any holistic way until they produce the 2012 Household projections which will be in 
2014!  How to deal with this matter?  I see three ways and would be grateful for your view 
and/or whether you see any other better ways 
 attempt to understand what is happening and produce our own new projections 
 recalibrate the existing projections to the 2011 data (ending with a 2028 occupancy rate 

.08 higher than in your original report) 
 keep with current projections, explore what is potentially going on in discussion and 

promise an early review of the plan in the event that the 2014 projections are widely 
different. 

  
I propose to pursue the third as the only realistic option as we haven‟t the time nor expertise 

to undertake our own projections in what is an incredibly complicated multivariate matter and 
recalibration is not a credible option as the existing projections clearly do not account for the 
reality in the last few years.  Do you agree this assessment?  

  
The Census also indicates that our South Somerset population is more elderly at 2011 that 
previously projected and this may well have implications for the economic activity rate in that 
the assumption in the original report that the economic activity rate will be constant may well 
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prove a high assumption and the economic activity rate might reduce (despite higher 
pension ages).  Again with clarity from the Government not expected for some time I feel 
that the best option is to stay with the current assumption and look for early review if census 
data when published indicates a change is required. 

  
I would be grateful for your views on the above.  I am presenting a report to our project 
Management Board on Friday 26th October and a view prior to that date would be most 
appreciated.  I am happy to discuss these matters further informally with you and indeed had 
a very helpful discussion with Joanna (as always). 

  
Andy Foyne 

  
  

Spatial Policy Manager 
South Somerset District Council 
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Appendix 14 Resultant reduction in housing provision presented at PMB 
Workshop 21 

Proportionate reduction of housing provision from 16,751 to 15,950 dwellings 

Settlement Proposed 
Submissio

n LP 
Housing 
provision 

% of 
16,75
1 
PSLP 
total 

Applicatio
n of % to 
15950 

exc 
Chard/Win
c( (due to 
constraints
) 

% 
distributio
n of 6372 
(PSLP 
total for 
MT, RC & 
RS) 

Actual 
number 
to be 
reduced 
based on 
settleme
nt % of 
6,372 

Revised 
Settleme
nt 
provision 

Revised 
percentage
s 

Yeovil 7815 46.65
4 

7441 7441 n/a  7441 46.65 

         
Chard 1861 11.11 1772 1852 n/a  1852 11.61 
Crewkerne 1028 6.137 979 979 16.13 18 961 6.02 
Ilminster 531 3.17 506 506 8.33 10 496 3.11 
Wincanton 703 4.197 669 703 n/a  703 4.41 
Somerton 400 2.388 381 381 6.28 7 374 2.34 
Castle 
Cary 

400 2.388 381 381 6.28 7 374 2.34 

Langport 400 2.388 381 381 6.28 7 374 2.34 
     .    

Bruton 217 1.295 207 207 3.4 4 203 1.27 
Ilchester 151 0.901 144 144 2.37 3 141 0.88 
Martock 246 1.468 234 234 3.86 4 230 1.44 
Milborne 
Port 

299 1.785 285 285 4.69 6 279 1.75 

South 
Petherton 

245 1.462 233 233 3.84 4 229 1.43 

Stoke Sub 
Hamdon 

55 0.33 52 52 0.86 1 51 0.32 

         
Rural 
Settlement
s 

2400 14.32
7 

2285 2285 37.66 43 2242 14.06 

 16751 100 15950 16064 99.98 114 15950 99.97 
114 additional provision from non reduction of Yeovil, Chard and Wincanton provision for 
identified reasons has to be found in the othe Market Towns, Rural Centres and Rural 
Settlements. This is done in proportion to each settlements percentage of the 6,372 total in the 
Proposed Submission Local Plan for all these settlements excluding the three identified 
settlements. 
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Annex 1 District Housing Provision – amended text (replacing paras 4.70 – 4.80 of the 
Proposed Submission Local Plan) and Policies SS4 and SS5 
 
Housing 
 
4.70 The Regional Spatial Strategy (Proposed Modifications) proposed 19,700 dwelling 
completions from 2006 – 2026 with a breakdown of 11,400 for Yeovil of which 6,400 were to 
be within the urban frame and 5,000 as an adjacent urban extension(s).  Some 8,300 
dwellings remained as the provision for the rest of the District.  The revised timescale to 
2028 inflates all these figures by 2 additional years with the overall requirement being 21,670 
dwellings. 
 
4.71  The Regional Spatial Strategy (Proposed Modifications) figure is discounted from 
consideration however because it is based on evidence that is now too dated and not in 
accord with the up to date information provided within this Plan and obtained from the 
supporting evidence base.  Furthermore the Government statement that;  
 
“the proposed revocation of the Regional Strategies may be regarded as a material 
consideration by decision makers when determining planning applications and appeals” 
 
points to the limited validity a Local Plan would have if based on the Regional Spatial 
Strategy for the South West. 
 
4.72 The determinants of the broad range of the District’s scale of growth are economic job 
projections requiring concomitant housing provision, household projections and population 
projections.  These set the range of future growth from within which a provision figure must 
derive. 
 
4.73 The economic growth projections are considered the most important and these are 
presented below in table 2 which is derived from the methodology set out in the Housing 
Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil document updated to a 2011 base date 
incorporating the publication of the latest Business Register Employment Survey information.  
The methodology has been developed further from that in the original report in 2 ways.  
Firstly by accommodating evidence of a fluctuating self employment figure for the District 
over the Plan period by means of averaging the percentage of self employed in relation to 
the total District employees in employment  over the plan period to date and applying this 
average percentage.  Secondly by accounting for the national trend for “double jobbing” ie 
employees having 2 jobs or more.  A 5% discount has been applied to the overall 
employment growth figures for 2011 – 2028 to ensure that the Council, through the 
economic projection methodology, is not seeking to provide 2 houses for a worker that has 
two jobs.  The self employed percentage of 15.4% and the 5% figure for double counting are 
derived from evidence from the ONS relating to South Somerset over the Plan period to 
date. 
 
4.74. The methodology applied to deriving housing growth from employment growth 
projections has entailed putting forward two prospective employment growth scenarios 
based on positive private sector led growth in the future or slow faltering recovery as below. 
  

  Appendix 15 Council's Proposed Amendments to the Proposed Submission 
                    South Somerset Local Plan Policies SS4 and SS5
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Table 2 Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil 

 
 Scenario 1 Positive 

Private Sector Led 
Growth 

Scenario 2 Slow 
(faltering) Recovery 

a) Economically active 2006 (ONS 
Annual Population survey) 
 

77,700 77,700 

b) Population 2006 (ONS mid year 
estimates) 
 

156,700 156,700 

c) Households 2006 (ONS mid year 
estimates) 
 

68,000 68,000 

d) Net gain of jobs 2006 – 2028 
 

13,400 9,100 

e) Net gain of jobs discounted for 
double jobbing 

12,750 8,650 

f) Net increase in unemployment 2006 
- 2028 
 

400 200 

g) Economically active 2028 (g = 
a+e+f) 
 

90,850 86,550 

h) Total population 2028 (h = g x 2.02) 
 

183,500 174,850 

i) Private households population 2028 
(i = h - 2%) 
 

179,850 171,350 

j) Total number of households 2028 (j 
= i ÷ 2.1 persons per household) 
 

85,650 81,600 

k) Number of additional homes 2028 (k 
= j – c) 
 

17,650 13,600 

l) Population change 2006 - 2028 (l= h-
b) 
 

26,800 18,150 

 
Notes: Italics denotes 2006 baseline data - start of the plan period.  
Figures rounded to nearest 50 
Communal living in the 2011 Census stands at 2% rather than the 2.2% used in the original Housing 
Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil report hence row i =h – 2% 
 
4.75 The two scenarios for growth positive private sector led growth and slower (faltering) 
growth yield a net job growth for the District for the period 2006 – 2028 of 13,400 jobs and 
9,100 jobs respectively.  These discount to 12,750 and 8,650 when account is taken of 
double jobbing (to nearest 50).  When these job figures after discounting are placed into the 
Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil methodology (Table 2 above) they 
yield a housing provision requirement of 17,650 dwellings and 13,600 dwellings respectively. 
 
4.76 The Household and Population projections used to present the full range of projection 
information are the latest available at the time of writing the document and are the 2008 
based household projections produced in 2010 and the more recent 2011 sub national 
population projections derived from the 2011 Census.  These indicate a potential population 
of 172,400 for 2021 from 162,100 (the derived mid point 2011 figure). This equates to an 
average increase of 1030 per annum, thereby assuming an almost identical continued level 
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of growth to that of the last 10 years. Extending that forward to 2028, gives a potential 
projected population of 178,810. This is higher than the 2010 Population Projections 
(173,800). 
 
4.77 The household projection and revised population projections are used in the reworked 
demographic growth projection methodology based on that in the Housing Requirement for 
South Somerset and Yeovil report.  The resultant outcome is set out in table 3 below.   
 
4.78 The census has shown that the number of people living in communal establishments is 
3,300 representing 2% of the population. This is slightly lower than the 2001 Census figure 
of 2.2% used in the Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil report and 
subsequent work on these matters.  The reworked demographic growth projection in table 3 
has used the Census 2011 proportion of 2% as more appropriate. 
 
4.79 The household projection remains at 17,000 dwellings whilst the dwelling requirement 
based on recent population projections is 15,450 to the nearest 50 as shown below. 
 

Table 3: Demographic Growth Projections  
 

     

Benchmark figure 
2008 based on 
CLG household 
projection 
(+1200pa) 

Actual population 
change (06 - 11) + 
average rate of 
population change 
(01 - 11) (1033) 

a   
Total population 
2006 156,700 156,700 

b   
Total household 
2006 68,000 68,000 

c   

Population change 
(mid 06 - 2011 
census: 161,300 - 
156,700   4,600 

d 

17yrs 
x 
growth 

Projected population 
change (11 - mid 28)   17,500 

e c + d 
Projected population 
increase 06 - 28   22,100 

f a + e Total population   178,800 

g   

Total projected 
private household’s 
population (98%)   175,200 

h   

Number of total 
households (based 
on 2.1 per 
household) 85,000 83,450 

i h - b 

No. of additional 
households/dwellings 
required 17,000 15,450 

  Figures to nearest 50 
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4.80 Three significant trends are indicated by the 2011 Census data released so far that 
require consideration.  The first of these relates to occupancy rates.  The 2011 Census 
identifies 69,500 households within South Somerset giving an increase of 5,731 from the 
2001 Census. This gives a 2011 census occupancy rate of 2.27 (excluding 2% population in 
communal establishments). This is higher than that anticipated. 
  
4.81 The second trend relates to the changing demographic of the population.  There is an 
increase in the 40+ age range, compared to a similar drop in the 15 to 39 year olds in South 
Somerset over that previously projected.  The 2011 Population projections based upon the 
results of the Census demonstrate this trend over time.   
 
4.82 The third relates to economic activity rates which are shown to differ slightly from those 
identified in 2006 and that are assumed to continue broadly unchanged buy the 
methodology applied. 
 
4.83 It is unclear the extent to which these trends are linear or self adjusting and the 
Government are yet to factor these statistics into household projections.  There are 
arguments that the trends reflect issues and problems such as dwelling overcrowding and 
labour force issues that need to be addressed in policy terms.  It is considered appropriate to 
proceed with established occupancy and economic activity rates.  Future monitoring will 
indicate the need and immediacy of any review of job and housing projections. 
 
4.84 The projection work shown above presents 4 specific figures that set the range of 
housing provision from within which the overall District Provision figure should be determined 
from consideration of relevant matters The figures for housing requirement derived from the 
projections used are:- 
 
District Population projection    15,450 dwellings  
District Economic projections 
 Slow faltering growth    13,600 dwellings 
 Positive private sector led growth  17,650 dwellings 
District Household projection    17,000 dwellings 
 
 
4.88 Key determinants of the Housing Provision sought are considered to be 
 

• The primacy of economic projections 
• Need to accommodate additional housing provision for service personnel at Yeovilton 
• Need to ensure that non economically active incomers are accommodated but not to 

the detriment of housing provision for the future workforce   
• Need to consider economic projections in the context of latest household and 

population projections 
• Consideration of the Council’s overall policies and aims for the District 
• Consideration of land availability 
• Consideration of market deliverability 
• Consideration of sustainability factors through the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal 

 
4.89 In relation to these determinants and in particular the primacy of economic projections 
in order to ensure that the housing market is not a drag on the economic prospects of the 
District it is suggested that  the prime figures from which to present the actual District 
Housing provision are the two economic projections.  It is then felt appropriate to determine 
the mid point of job provision from the two figures available from the economic projections 
and consequently this housing requirement between the two alternative economic scenarios 
is the prime provision figure.  Such a figure provides the opportunity to address the ongoing 
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nature of the current recession and to take on board the implications of the sustainability 
appraisal work and the likely market delivery of dwellings (see below).  This alternative and 
preferred option is therefore for 15,650 (to nearest 50) dwellings based on the mid point of 
the two economic projections. 
 
4.90 Any option chosen should have the current 300 dwellings requirement for off base 
housing for  service personnel indicated during the Plan period from RNAS Yeovilton added 
as they do not feature in the projections for population, households or jobs.  Thus the 
preferred option is now 15,950 dwellings. 
 
4.91 The preferred provision figure of 15,950 dwellings sits within the range of provision from 
all Projections.  the government’s specific household provision is relatively aged now and 
must be considered with slightly less weight as a result and the importance of the economy 
and confidence in the validity of the economic projections point to the preferred option rather 
than the higher housing provision derived solely from the Government’s household 
projections . 
 
4.92 The lower provision suggested by the population based housing requirement projection 
suggests that the higher preferred provision of 15,950 dwellings provides for some additional 
housing over and above population growth pressures to ease any potential worker/retiree 
competition for housing. 
 
4.93 The Council’s wider aims are bulletted below and are thought to be best met by the 
preferred provision figure given the constraints on adopting the higher economic based 
figure.  The identified housing provision:- 
 

• reflects more closely the Council’s economic aspirations to encourage economic 
growth;   

• maximises economic growth potential and avoids potential growth inhibition due to 
lack of workforce; 

• minimises in commuting;  
• maximises opportunities for affordable housing provision and CIL returns (given that 

the local building capacity appears in place following discussions with Developers 
and the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment identifies sufficient land);  

• minimises upward pressure on house prices other things being equal; and  
• avoids administrative issues and cost associated with early review of the Local Plan 

in the event of more rapid economic growth out of the recession than currently 
anticipated.  

 
4.94 Market delivery of the provision is an important consideration in determining the final 
figure for housing provision. If one applies the best five individual year’s dwelling completion 
rate over the last 20 years an average house build of 843 dwellings p.a. is shown and this 
indicates a potential when applied for each year from 2016 onwards (and added to what is 
built to 2012 and anticipated in the next few years) of 16,654 dwellings.  This and other 
evidence indicates that the housing provision figure is deliverable. 
 
4.95 The Council’s Sustainability Assessment associated with this Plan indicates that the 
figure chosen is better in sustainability terms than the upper and lower end of the range 
between 13,600 and 17,650 dwellings presented above. 
 
4.96 The Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil report indicates two 
additional final factors relevant in the determination of housing provision namely affordable 
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housing and empty homes.  A housing figure required to deliver the affordable housing 
levels identified in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment would be completely unfeasible 
and unachievable, so whilst a consideration it is not a determinant in establishing housing 
requirement for the District.  The evidence of low empty homes proportions to total housing 
stock in South Somerset set out in the original Housing Requirement for South Somerset 
and Yeovil report remains valid and indicates that no allowance should be made for 
decreasing the proportion of empty homes relative to the number of new homes required. 
 
4.96 The Yeovilton service requirement is expected to be met within the existing settlement 
provision. 
 
Policy SS4: District Wide Housing Provision 
Provision will be made for sufficient development to meet an overall District 
Requirement of at least 15,950 dwellings in the Plan period April 2006 – March 2028 
inclusive. 
 
Policy SS5: Delivering New Housing Growth 
Housing requirement will make provision for at least 15,950 dwellings in the plan 
period 2006 – 2028 of which 7,441 dwellings will be located within or adjacent to 
Yeovil, including a sustainable urban extension of 1,565 dwellings within the plan 
period, and a further 935 dwellings beyond the plan period. 
 
The provision will include development and redevelopment within development areas, 
greenfield development identified within this plan or to come forward through 
conversions of existing buildings, residential mobile homes and buildings elsewhere 
in accordance with the policy on development in rural settlements 
 
The distribution of development across the settlement hierarchy will; be in line with 
the numbers below 
 

Settlement 

Former 
Proposed 
Submissio

n Local 
Plan 

housing 
requirem

ent 

Local Plan 
2006 - 

2028 Total 
Housing 

Requireme
nt 

Existing 
Housing 

Commitments 
2006-2012     
(as at April 

2012) 

Additional 
Housing 
Provision 
required 

(Total 
Housing Less 

Existing 
Commitments

)       (as at 
April 2012) 

Additional 
Housing 
Provision 

required (Total 
Housing Less 

Existing 
Commitments)   

(as at April 
2011) 

           

Strategic Town         
 

Yeovil 7,815 7,441 3,951* 3,490 4,111 

           

Market Towns         
 

Chard 1,861 1,852 1750** 102 1,340 

Crewkerne 1,028 961 916 45 127 

Ilminster 531 496 181 315 332 

Wincanton 703 703 698 5 11 

Somerton 400 374 286 88 165 

136



Castle 
Cary/Ansford 

400 374 156 218 
273 

Langport/Huish 
Episcopi 

400 374 289 85 
105 

           

Rural Centres         
 

Bruton 217 203 103 100 104 

Ilchester 151 141 1 140 151 

Martock 246 230 106 124 145 

Milborne Port 299 279 202 77 89 

South Petherton 245 229 151 78 94 

Stoke Sub 
Hamdon 

55 51 7 44 
49 

           
Rural 
Settlements 

2,400 2,242 1,331 911 
1,133 

           

Total 16,751 15,950 10,128 5,822 8,229 

 
* A further 935 dwellings are proposed at Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension post 
2028 
**1750 Commitments at Chard reflects built and committed sites and that part of the 
strategic allocation proposed for Chard that is expected to be built out in the plan 
period. This latter is shown a committed as it is currently part of the saved proposal 
from South Somerset Local Plan 1991 - 2011. The additional provision is windfall 
development prior to April 2017 not currently consented (April 2012).  The strategic 
allocation provides for 2,716 dwellings of which 1220 are anticipated in the Plan period  
with the rest , 1496 expected post 2028. 
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