
 

 

  FILENAME.doc/date? 

Officer Report On Planning Application: 13/00314/OUT 
 

Site Address: Land West Of Newtown Road Langport 

Ward : TURN HILL 
Proposal :   Development of up to 36 dwellings (C3) on approximately 1.7ha; open space 

recreation land (D2) including childrens play area and seating/viewing area 
on approximately 2ha; surface improvements to footpath L13/53; drainage 
works; access; community car parking; associated estate roads, footpaths 
and landscaping; retention of woodland and orchard. ( GR 342220/127568 ) 

Recommending Case Officer: Lee Walton 

Target date : 24th April 2013   

Applicant : Mr Chris Perrin 

Type : Major Dwlgs 10 or more or site 0.5ha+ 

 
 
Up-Date: 
Following referral to the Ward Member given the letter of support from a local resident that was contrary to the 
officer recommendation; in accordance with the Council's scheme of delegation the decision can be issued as a 
delegated refusal.   
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL 
The application site extends to 3.7 hectares that lies on the edge of the defined development boundary, located on 
the west side of Newtown Road that becomes Swallow Hill as it extends in the direction of Aller. The site is 
separated by a parcel of agricultural land from the residential development on the south side. There is a further 
residential area to the east contained behind Newtown Road. Newtown Road acts to define the residential area 
from the wider countryside setting. The location is 0.9km from the Post Office in Langport. The site is within an area 
of sloping ground that continues northwards following the A372 to Aller. The proposed housing is confined to 1.7ha 
of the site, within an area of flatter ground adjacent to Newtown Road.  
 
The proposal seeks outline planning permission for the development of up to 36 (no.) dwellings on approximately 
1.7ha; open space recreation land including children's play area and seating/ viewing area on approximately 2ha; 
surface improvements to footpath L13/53; drainage works; access; community car parking; associated estate 
roads, footpaths and landscaping; retention of woodland and orchard. It is proposed to connect with the mains 
sewer.     
 
The outline application considers access, with all other matters (appearance, landscaping, layout and scale) 
reserved.   
 
The development is broken down into x 8(no.) 3 bedroom houses, x 15(no.) 4+ bedroom houses and a further x 13 
units for affordable use; with x 7 social rented housing broken down into x 2(no.) 1 bedroom, x 2(no.) 2 bedroom, 
and x 3(no.) 3 bedroom dwelling houses; and x 6 intermediate housing: x 2(no.) 1 bedroom, x 2(no.) 2 bedroom 
and x 2(no.) 3 bedroom houses.  The development provides for up to 60 parking spaces.   
 
The application is supported by a Design and Access Statement, submitted with: Planning Statement, Landscape 
and Visual Assessment Report, Tree survey, Ecology and Habitat Surveys, Transport Statement, Flood Risk 
Assessment, and Statement of Community Involvement. Additional information was submitted including the agent's 
letter dated 27 March 2013, sustainability/ climate Mitigation Statement dated 1 March 2013 and Flood Risk 
Assessment Addendum. 
 
HISTORY 
12/04949/EIASS - Request for a screening opinion in relation to a proposed housing development. (OFFICER 
Response to the effect EIA not required).  
 
POLICY 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 repeats the duty imposed under S54A of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and requires that decision must be made in accordance with relevant 
Development Plan Documents unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
The policies of most relevance to the proposal are: 
Save policies of the South Somerset Local Plan: 
Policy ST3 Development Areas 
Policy ST1 - Rural Centres 
Policy ST5 - General Principles of Development 
Policy ST6 - The Quality of Development 
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Policy ST7 - Public Spaces 
Policy ST9 - Crime Prevention 
Policy ST10 - Planning Obligations 
Policy EC1 - Protecting the Best and most versatile agricultural land 
Policy EC3 - Landscape character 
Policy EC8 - Protected Species 
Policy EU4 - Drainage 
Policy HG1 - Provision of New Housing Development 
Policy HG6 - Affordable Housing Target 
Policy HG7 - Site Targets and Thresholds 
Policy HG8 - Rural Housing Needs 
Policy CR2 - Provision of outdoor playing space and amenity space in new development. 
Policy CR4 - Amenity Open Space 
Policy TP1 - New development and pedestrian movement 
Policy TP2 - Travel Plans 
Policy TP4 - Road Design 
Policy TP7 - Car Parking 
 
Regard shall also be had to: 
National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012): 
Chapter 3 Supporting a Prosperous Rural Economy 
Chapter 6 - Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes 
Chapter 4 - Promoting sustainable transport 
Chapter 7 - Requiring Good Design 
Chapter 8 - Promoting healthy communities 
Chapter 10 - Climate change and flooding 
Chapter 11 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
 
South Somerset Sustainable Community Strategy 
Goals 3, 4, 7, 8, 9 and 11. 
 
Langport Peripheral Landscape Study (2008) 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
HUISH EPISCOPI PARISH COUNCIL recommend refusal.   
o The site is outside the settlement boundary.  
o In depth discussions between Langport Town Council, Huish Episcopi Parish Council and South Somerset 
District Council have identified the direction of growth elsewhere within the parish of Huish Episcopi;  
o land that is far in excess of that needed for the remaining 85 dwellings required for the new plan and is 
generally on land that has less impact or intrusion.  
o The positioning of the development on a slope will create an intrusive skyline in open countryside, 
particularly when viewed from North Street Moor and Common Moor.  
o Agreeing to this development in this location seriously undermines the conclusions of the Peripheral 
Landscape Study.  
o The discharge from this development together with increased surface water run off could stretch the 
current sewerage and water services.  
o While Huish Episcopi Primary School still has limited extra space, Huish Academy, Langport Surgery and 
Langport Dental services are already oversubscribed.  
o Traffic concerns include pressures on parking from people attending funerals at Langport Cemetery with 
the redevelopment of Shires Garage impacting on traffic flow along Newtown Road;  
o existing congestion and with no evidence of further growth in the local job market residents of the proposed 
development would need to travel to places of employment thus increasing the level of commuter traffic. 
o This application could set a precedent for other development resulting in unacceptable 'sprawl', 
notwithstanding the acceptable areas for development that exceed the stated requirement for housing in the area.   
 
LANGPORT TOWN COUNCIL recommend refusal.  
o The site is outside the settlement boundary.  
o In depth discussions between Councils' has identified the direction of growth  
o Land identified is far in excess of that needed for the remaining 85 dwellings required for the new plan and 
is generally on land that has less impact or intrusion.  
o The positioning of the development on a slope will create an intrusive skyline in open countryside, 
particularly when viewed from North Street Moor and Common Moor. Agreeing to this development in this location 
seriously undermines the conclusions of the Peripheral Landscape Study.  
o Drainage and surface water run off is already stretched 
o Huish Academy, Langport Surgery and Langport Dental services are oversubscribed.  
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o Pressures on parking from people attending funerals at Langport Cemetery with the redevelopment of 
Shires Garage impacting on traffic flow along Newtown Road 
o Existing congestion  
o No evidence of further growth in the local job market residents of the proposed development would need to 
travel to places of employment thus increasing the level of commuter traffic.  
o Precedent for other development resulting in unacceptable 'sprawl', notwithstanding the acceptable areas 
for development that exceed the stated requirement for housing in the area.   
 
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT - The field lays within the scope of the peripheral landscape study of Langport/ Huish 
Episcopi, which was undertaken during the Spring of 2008 that reviewed the town's immediate surround with the 
objective of identifying land that has a capacity for development.     
 
The outcome indicates that the application field is found to have a low capacity to accommodate built development.  
Consequently SSDC has previously advised against development of the field due to the low capacity rating, and 
the impending local plan, guided in-part by the peripheral study has indicated a direction of growth to the SE of the 
town.   
 
The northern portion of the field is indicated as being dedicated to public open space, along with additional planting 
to buffer views from the north, similarly the site's steeper ground facing North Moor, along with an existing 
woodland and orchard area, is incorporated into open space. By concentrating development adjacent the existing 
town housing in the southeast corner, and avoiding the most sensitive ground as evaluated by the application's 
landscape assessment. I consider the overall layout to have sought to work with the local topography and 
settlement pattern, whilst offering a significant mitigation package to counter the potential landscape impacts.   
 
That said the findings of the peripheral landscape study indicate the field to have a low capacity for development. 
Located beyond the town's edge, the site is clearly sensitive, and its open aspect currently presents a clearly visible 
and emphatic non-developed and contrasting stop to Langport's built form.  Both the peripheral study and the local 
plan have identified less sensitive sites with a higher capacity to accommodate development, and I gather that as 
few as 105 dwellings are sought within the plan period running up to 2028, and that this is likely to be delivered 
from the preferred direction of growth in the short term.  Consequently, whilst I acknowledge that the layout 
proposal before us has evolved by sympathetic response to site-specific landscape sensitivities, I stand by the 
findings of the peripheral study, which set out landscape grounds upon which to base a refusal, LP policy ST5.    
 
AREA ENGINEER - Contents of the Flood Risk Assessment are noted and the Drainage Strategy using infiltration 
trenches is reasonable. Further detail to be submitted for approval (condition required). In view of the proximity to 
the flood risk zone and to the Drainage Board's area it is important to seek their comments/ approval.  
 
WESSEX WATER -  We have had recent discussions with the applicant's drainage engineers and advised that we 
will need to model the impact of the increase of flows into the Langport catchment and in particular assess the 
impact upon an existing affected sewer overflow to ensure there is no deterioration in water quality.  The sewer 
overflow is of an outmoded design and our development engineer anticipates the overflow will require significant 
works and Environment Agency re-consent. With this in mind please can you consider a planning condition for a 
foul and surface water drainage strategy to be agreed.  
 
SOMERSET DRAINAGE BOARDS CONSORTIUM (PARRETT INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD). The Board does 
not object if a condition concerning surface water and local drainage can be secured.    
 
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY - (based on the original submission) We object to the current proposal on flood risk 
grounds. The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) submitted with this application does not comply with the requirements 
set out in National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The submitted FRA does not therefore, provide a suitable 
basis for assessment to be made of the flood risks arising from the proposed development. In particular, the 
submitted FRA fails to demonstrate a viable and sustainable surface water drainage scheme.  
 
COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGY - I visited this site during the archaeological evaluation. There appeared to be Bronze 
Age features on the site. Although I have not yet received the evaluation report I can state that the remains are of 
local significance and so I advise a condition to secure the implementation of a programme of archaeological work 
in accordance with a written scheme of investigation before any development takes place.  
 
TREE OFFICER. I have no objection to the proposals, provided that a suitable condition is imposed.  
 
CLIMATE CHANGE OFFICER - In my previous consultation response I stated that I would like to see a broad 
explanation of how the use of renewables will enable compliance with post July 2013 Building Regulations. The 
"Sustainability/Climate Change Mitigation Statement" now provided by the agent provides this broad explanation 
and shows a clear intent to install photovoltaic arrays to generate electricity. I agree with their statement that the 
final details can be dealt with at reserved matters. I can therefore remove my objection. 
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NATURAL ENGLAND. General comments made.  
 
ECOLOGY - The level of biodiversity interest at this site isn't at a high enough level to justify an objection to or 
refusal of the proposed development. However, I recommend any consent should be conditional to the remaining 
open space being subject to long term open space and wildlife management plan that includes nature conservation 
as one of the key aims.  
 
COUNTY HIGHWAY - The application proposes a simple priority junction onto the A372, despite the fact that on a 
Classified road the requirement to keep traffic flowing at reasonable average speeds takes precedence over the 
need of access. Furthermore whilst (based on the information available) Manual for streets principles could be 
adopted in terms of visibility requirements, it is the Highway Authorities contention that the only access 
arrangement that could be considered acceptable in this case, is that of a 'ghost island right turn lane' to ensure 
that the right turning development traffic does not impinge on the flow of traffic along the A372 and to comply with 
current best practice and the guidance contained in Design Manual for Roads and Bridges  / TD42/95. As such 
and in light of the above, I would have no alternative but to recommend that the application be refused.  
 
PLANNING POLICY - The application site is located outside any development area in a location where 
development is strictly controlled and limited (policy ST3). The Council accepts that it does not have a 5 year 
supply of housing land however there is a need to balance relevant local plan policies where these accord with the 
NPPF.  
 
SPORTS, ARTS AND LEISURE - The cost per dwelling (£4,600.39) includes the provision and commuted sums 
towards the play area. If provided and maintained by the developer/ management company, this sum would be 
reduced.  
  
COUNTY EDUCATION - The 36 dwellings proposed within this application would require seven primary school 
places. The cost of each place is £12, 257, so in the event that the application is approved, financial contributions 
totalling £85, 799 should be sought through a Section 106 agreement for additional primary school facilities.  
    
COUNTY PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY. General comments made to the effect that improvements/ upgrading of the 
surface of the path requires authorisation from Somerset County Council Rights of Way group.   
 
RIGHTS OF WAY OFFICER - Planning permission is not required to surface public rights of way although the 
consent of the Highway Authority is required (the surface of the public right of way is vested in the Highway 
Authority as if he were the freeholder). The area edged red extends into Poolmead Lane West of the PROW and 
the landowner should have been served notice for this planning application.  
 
The public only have a Right of Way on foot along a public footpath and this does not include riding a bicycle (they 
may be ridden on a public bridleway). The consent of the landowner would be required for the public to ride a bike 
in Poolmead Lane.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH - No observations. 
  
REPRESENTATIONS 
There have been 46 household responses received. One letter of support is received from the land owner who 
considers the development is near the town centre, reducing car use; offers an attractive development that is well 
thought out including affordable housing, public access opening up the hillside to local people.  
 
45 householder responses have been received. The objections include: 
o Beyond development limits 
o Simply because SSDC does not currently have a 5 year supply of readily developable housing land does 
not automatically mean that permission should be granted in otherwise unacceptable locations.  
o The latest submitted local plan/ community plan includes a requirement to build 85 houses in the period 
until 2028. This land does not lie within the areas described in the Council's Direction for Growth. 
o The required quota for housing development is already allocated for our area 
o Precedent for further development to the west of A372 
o All large scale housing developments have not improved the infrastructure or increased job opportunities in 
the area 
o Additional strain on local services 
o Totally inappropriate impact 
o Prominent hillside and unsightly impact 
o Overlooks, and is viewed from the Somerset levels and would be spoilt by a clearly visible intrusive skyline 
development 
o Blot on the landscape from whatever angle or perspective it is viewed 
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o Restricting development to only part of the land does not overcome the fundamental constraint given by the 
Peripheral Landscape Study that identifies the land as an area of high sensitivity. 
o Character of the gateway entrance from the north 
o Significantly detrimental to character, landscape and surroundings 
o Suburbanising the existing attractive countryside edge of the town 
o Loss of large length of countryside edge 
o If building is allowed on this field there will be a real sense of something lost. 
o Levels are a balanced eco system at present and the introduction of a large number of houses and 
concreting over a large area will inevitably upset the balance.  
o Very busy road 
o Highway safety 
o Pedestrian access and safety. No continuation beyond the access to the south  
o Visibility  
o Unsustainable location providing housing for people who work in Yeovil and Taunton, it is not as if there is 
a good system of public transport, which will only lead to more cars on our roads and traffic jams. 
o Light pollution 
o Drainage is only able to cope with what it was designed for many years ago.  
o Discharge of raw sewerage water onto adjacent land during periods of bad weather. 
o The number of dwellings proposed is higher than the total number of dwellings already connected to the 
sewer spur.  
o Flood risk assessment   
o Great care is needed when investigating the soil conditions if you propose to place soak-a-way trenches on 
ground which has a large slope. As soil becomes more saturated water will seep from the hillside at a lower level. 
Has the probability of this occurring been investigated? If seepage occurred the footpath and surrounding areas 
near the West of the site could become very soggy and excessive ground water could affect some of the trees.  
o Loss of prime agricultural land 
o Wildlife 
o Gifting land to the public will not overcome the supposed community benefit: there is no shortage of public 
access land and public footpaths around Langport. 
o Anti-social behaviour focus on the community car parking accessing the open space.  
o Difference in height between existing and proposed within close proximity to boundary  
-         The requirements of paragraph 14 (NPPF) must also be satisfied. This requires where there are adverse 
impacts that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of a proposal then plannin gpermission 
should not necessarily be granted.  
-         289 dwellings were completed or are committed during the first six years of the plan period. The 
application site is not included within the areas idenitifed in the direction of growth. Given that there is currently a 
residual requirement for only 85 homes, the proposal would provide over one third of the requirement.  
-          The National Planning Policy Framework makes it clear that the lack of a five year supply is not in itself a 
reason to grant planning permission for residential development.  
 
APPLICANT'S CASE 
The agent states that the Council does not have a five year supply of land available for housing and in light of this 
there is a clear need for additional housing land to be delivered, while the saved adopted South Somerset Local 
Plan now can only be given limited weight post 27 March 2013 (NPPF transition period, paragraph 214).  
 
The applicant's letter dated 27 March 2013 summaries their case and addresses various comments made by 
neighbours and statutory responses and should be read in conjunction with this report. 
 
CONSIDERATIONS 
The main issues for consideration are the principle of development, the effect on landscape character and visual 
appearance of the area, highway safety, drainage and flood risk, housing need, and neighbour amenity. 
 
Principle of Development: 
The LPA accepts that it cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites and in this circumstance 
the NPPF advises that relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date. Applications 
should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole, or specific policies that indicate 
development should be restricted. The NPPF states that housing applications should be considered in the context 
of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  
 
The site is located outside of the defined development area for Langport/ Huish Episcopi within a prominent edge 
of settlement location adjacent to an important entrance to the town arriving from Aller and is closely associated 
with the sloping hillside with views from and to the Somerset Levels, with the application site overlooked from 
nearby higher ground. Langport/ Huish Episcopi is considered capable of accommodating sustainable development 
however the Council's proposed modifications (now submitted to the Inspectorate) do not suggest that Langport/ 
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Huish Episcopi should grow in this direction.  
 
Local plan policies including EC3 and ST5 are considered consistent with the relevant core principles of the NPPF. 
These need to be met before the district council may relax normal restrictive countryside development policies. 
Likewise, local plan policy ST3 provides for strict controls on development of land outside development boundaries. 
While it deals with housing supply and is otherwise considered to be out dated its emphasis on protecting or 
enhancing the natural and built environment is considered consistent with the provisions of the NPPF which 
considers this to be part of the environmental role of the planning system which is aimed at achieving sustainable 
development.    
 
The NPPF identifies the three dimensions of sustainable development - it is expected to perform an economic, a 
social and an environmental role, paragraph 8 is clear that sustainable development consists of a combination of all 
three elements:  
o From an economic perspective this proposal because of its scale brings limited benefit to those employed 
in the construction of the new dwellings, but more importantly it is questioned whether the site is in the right place 
and whether it is the right time to develop the site is doubtful.  
o In terms of a social role the development would help meet the shortfall in housing, but the number of 
dwellings sought in this location up to 2028 is limited - just 85 more units are required. More recent windfalls have 
added significantly to the housing stock within the locality and the preferred areas of growth that suggest less 
sensitive locations are considered would result in achievable targets for the area.  
o From an environmental perspective the proposal's location would not be contributing to protecting or 
enhancing the natural or built environment or minimising the impacts of climate change. The adverse impacts of the 
proposal are considered would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the 
policies of the NPPF taken as a whole.  
 
Character and Appearance of the Area: 
The Council's Landscape Architect notes that this is both a peripheral location, and one with low capacity 
(Peripheral Study of Langport/ Huish Episcopi 2008) to take further development at this time. Neighbour comments 
have highlighted the prominent and very public hill-side separated by Newtown Road that offers a defining 
boundary edge to the wider residential area beyond to the east. One of the areas of proposed direction of growth 
(land north of Newtown Park and the Old Kelways site) is set behind this. The proposal also seeks to extend and 
consolidate the much earlier 20th century development from the south by encroachment upon this much more 
sensitive terrain, located at the edge of existing development, albeit separated from housing in Kennel Lane by a 
field at the site's southern boundary.  
 
The application site forms part of the northern gateway to the town that is defined by the main road with the ribbon 
development across the road balanced by the open land. The land provides a tranquil rural setting to the town's 
edge and contributes to a wider landscape context. The introduction of a housing estate onto the site would result 
in the loss of an open field. The houses would be prominent and would dominate. The man-made structures and 
activities associated with a housing estate would disrupt the tranquil and rural setting and is considered would be 
detrimental to the rural character and appearance of this area.  
 
It is a particularly sensitive location for a number of reasons, and this is indicated by the applicant in their efforts to 
provide a mix of development including the need to reduce the visual impact at this edge of settlement location. 
The applicant's submission draws attention to the need to reduce impact of the built form, as is evident having 
reduced the area of proposed housing, although the site is clearly seen from the nearby higher ground. The 
submitted Landscape and Visual Assessment shows this, and inevitably views would be had from lower ground, 
both near and far, whose encroachment along the top of the hillside extends and consolidates the built form in this 
prominent location. Other community benefits including public access indicate that for views to be gained of the 
wider landscape there must be views back to the site. Notwithstanding the mix of development including the 
provision for affordable housing, there is little local support from the community while the proposal evidently raises 
fundamental landscape issues.   
 
Policy ST3 may be out of date with regard to the constraint of housing, however its emphasis on sustainability is 
consistent with the NPPF and it is accepted that this is not an unsustainable location. Nevertheless it is considered 
that the development fails to address the criteria as set out in local plan policies (EC3 and ST5). These policies 
seek to ensure development respects the form, character and setting of the locality and avoids forms whose visual 
profiles would be out of keeping with, uncharacteristic of the surrounding landscape when viewed from publicly 
accessible vantage points; respects the form, character and setting of the locality, and avoids harm to the natural 
and built environment of the locality and the broader landscape. The proposal introduces a more suburban 
character at this edge of settlement location that also acts as a significant entrance to the town. The development is 
considered harmful with adverse effects to local character.  
 
While there is no dispute that Langport/ Huish Episcopi is recognised as a sustainable location and is shown as a 
second tier settlement within  the emerging local plan, the proposal would not contribute to protecting or enhancing 
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the natural and built environment which would be contrary to the provisions of the NPPF which considers this to be 
part of the environmental role of the planning system which is aimed at achieving sustainable development.  
 
Highway Safety: 
The Highway Authority considers that as a County Route there is a need to avoid its clogging up with vehicles 
turning into the site, and that a turning lane addresses this, and also any additional development arising in the 
future.   
 
Drainage and Flood Risk:  
A drainage scheme is required and can be conditioned to overcome Wessex Water concerns that relate to 
additional pressure on the existing foul and surface water drainage systems. However, the Environment Agency 
have objected. In response an addendum has been submitted by the applicant but at the time of determining the 
application the Environment Agency have yet to give their response. In the event that they were to revise their 
objection the reason for refusal would fall.   
 
Housing Need: 
There are a number of windfall sites that have come forward within the immediate locality that have been built, or in 
the process of construction that considerably add to the number of houses in Langport/ Huish Episcopi. This has 
resulted in an outstanding 85 additional houses required up to 2028. Even allowing for a higher figure, given the 
windfalls to date and the directions of growth that offer the potential for the delivery of many more houses in more 
'sensible' locations, but within much less sensitive locations that are acceptable to the community.  
 
Neighbour Amenity: 
All responses have been considered as part of the application process and these have been mostly addressed 
elsewhere within the officer report.  
 
There is concern that given the change in land levels some of the proposed dwelling locations and their proximity to 
existing property would result in a significant change in roof levels. The application seeks outline permission 
although offers detailed supporting submissions including layout and design. However, the layout is indicative and 
for illustrative purposes, while the description seeks 'up to' 36 dwellings so that it is considered this aspect of the 
proposal might be more profitably considered at reserved matters.  
 
Other Issues 
Other comment received includes reference to the perceived imbalance between housing and jobs as well as the 
reliance on private means of travel to Taunton and Yeovil. However, the anticipated core strategy sees Langport 
identified to be a sustainable location.  
 
Other concerns include the limitations of the existing drainage system, and concerns that any use of soak-a-ways 
on this hillside location needs to be avoided thereby preventing surface water drainage leading to overflow beyond 
the application site. Details of infrastructure can be provided as part of the development so far as Wessex Water is 
concerned. Notwithstanding the addendum issued by the applicant the Environment Agency has yet to respond. 
This leaves their objection that becomes a reason for refusal. However, in the event a positive response is 
forthcoming the refusal reason falls.   
 
A main concern is that the location is an extension 'too far' affecting a publicly accessible location on the slopes 
adjacent to the levels while much less sensitive sites, where land is available and otherwise development is widely 
accepted by the local community without the significantly and demonstrably harmful effects were the application 
site developed. 
 
LEGAL OBLIGATIONS 
Heads of Terms would cover the provision of affordable housing, contributions towards recreational open space, 
footpaths and play provision, retention of woodland and orchard, education contributions, and leisure and 
community contributions.   
 
Conclusion 
Notwithstanding the Council's lack of a 5 year housing supply it is considered that any benefit arising from the 
proposed dwellings would be outweighed by the significant harm to the character and appearance of the locality 
and the wider landscape implications that result from the site's prominent location. The proposal would conflict with 
the development plan and would not accord with the NPPF when read as a whole.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Refuse.  
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SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING: 
 
01.  
 The residential development of this site, by virtue of its topography, the  prominent location at the entrance 

to the town and the introduction of a suburban form of development would result in a visually intrusive 
development, at odds with the character of the locality to the detriment of the visual amenities of the locality 
and the broader landscape when viewed from publicly accessible vantage points. Such significant harm 
would not be outweighed by the contribution that would be made to the Council's 5 year land supply by the 
proposed houses. As such the proposal is contrary to saved policies EC3, ST5 and ST3 of the South 
Somerset Local Plan and the policies contained within the National Planning Policy Framework. 

02. The formation of an access together with the introduction of conflicting traffic movements onto and from the 
A372, such as would be generated by the proposed development, would be prejudicial to highway safety 
contrary to policy 49 of the Somerset and Exmoor National Park Joint Structure Plan Review (adopted Apr 
2000), policy ST5 of the South Somerset Local plan and paragraphs 32 and 35 of the NPPF. 

03. The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) submitted with this application does not comply with the requirements set 
out in National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The submitted FRA does not therefore, provide a 
suitable basis for assessment to be made of the flood risks arising from the proposed development. In 
particular, the submitted FRA fails to demonstrate a viable and sustainable surface water drainage scheme 
contrary to paragraph 100 of the NPPF. 

   
 
Informatives: 
 
01. In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF the council, as local planning authority, takes a 

positive and proactive approach to development proposals focused on solutions.  The council works with 
applicants/agents in a positive and proactive manner by; 

o offering a pre-application advice service, and 
o as appropriate updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the processing of their 
application and where possible suggesting solutions 
In this case the applicant and the LPA have worked together to minimise the reasons for refusal, although no minor 
or obvious solutions to overcome the significant concerns caused by the proposals. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Case Officer Signed :………………………………………………………………………. 

 
 

 

Date :………./………./20………. 
 
 

 

Agreed: YES/NO 
 
 

 

Senior Officer Signed:  :………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 

 

Date :………./………./20………. 
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South Somerset District Council 
The Council Offices, Brympton Way, Yeovil, 
Somerset, BA20 2HT 
Telephone: (01935) 462462 Fax: (01935) 462299 
Website: www.southsomerset.gov.uk  
 
David Norris – Development Manager 

 
Mr Chris Perrin 
C/o Mrs J Terry 
Oakview House 
Station Road 
Hook 
Hampshire 
RG27 9TP 
United Kingdom 

 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

Town and  Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) 
Order 2010 

DETERMINATION OF APPLICATION FOR OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION 
 

APPLICATION NO: 13/00314/OUT  DATE VALID: 23 January 2013 
APPLICANT: Mr Chris Perrin   PARISH: Huish Episcopi 
 

DESCRIPTION: Development of up to 36 dwellings (C3) on approximately 1.7ha; 
open space recreation land (D2) including childrens play area and seating/viewing 
area on approximately 2ha; surface improvements to footpath L13/53; drainage 
works; access; community car parking; associated estate roads, footpaths and 
landscaping; retention of woodland and orchard. ( GR 342220/127568 ) 
LOCATION: Land West Of Newtown Road Langport Somerset   
 

In pursuance of powers under the above Acts and Orders the South Somerset District 
Council gives you notice that its decision upon your application described above and in 
the plan(s) which accompanied that application is to: 
 

REFUSE PERMISSION FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 
 

 
01.  
 The residential development of this site, by virtue of its topography, the  

prominent location at the entrance to the town and the introduction of a suburban 
form of development would result in a visually intrusive development, at odds 
with the character of the locality to the detriment of the visual amenities of the 
locality and the broader landscape when viewed from publicly accessible vantage 
points. Such significant harm would not be outweighed by the contribution that 
would be made to the Council's 5 year land supply by the proposed houses. As 
such the proposal is contrary to saved policies EC3, ST5 and ST3 of the South 
Somerset Local Plan and the policies contained within the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 

 
02. The formation of an access together with the introduction of conflicting traffic 

movements onto and from the A372, such as would be generated by the 
proposed development, would be prejudicial to highway safety contrary to policy 
49 of the Somerset and Exmoor National Park Joint Structure Plan Review 
(adopted Apr 2000), policy ST5 of the South Somerset Local plan and 

http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/
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paragraphs 32 and 35 of the NPPF. 
03. The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) submitted with this application does not 

comply with the requirements set out in National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF). The submitted FRA does not therefore, provide a suitable basis for 
assessment to be made of the flood risks arising from the proposed 
development. In particular, the submitted FRA fails to demonstrate a viable and 
sustainable surface water drainage scheme contrary to paragraph 100 of the 
NPPF. 

   
 
NOTES (if any) 
 

01.  
In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the NPPF the council, as local 
planning authority, takes a positive and proactive approach to development 
proposals focused on solutions.  The council works with applicants/agents in a 
positive and proactive manner by; 
 
offering a pre-application advice service, and 

 
as appropriate updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting solutions, 

 
In this case the applicant and the LPA have worked together to minimise the 
reasons for refusal, although no minor or obvious solutions to overcome the 
significant concerns caused by the proposals. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
David Norris  
Development Manager 
 
 
Date: 24 April 2013 
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PLEASE NOTE - The applicant has a right of appeal against this decision, which, 
amongst other things, is explained in the attached notes.  That right of appeal is only 
available to the applicant; it is not available to those who made representations on the 
application. 
 
 


