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Introduction 
 
1.1 The Localism Act which received Royal assent on 15 November 2011, aims to 

shift power from central government back into the hands of individuals, 
communities and councils.   

 
1.2 The „Duty to Co-operate‟ became a legal requirement under the provisions of 

the Localism Act.  In essence it requires all local planning authorities such as 
South Somerset to co-operate on strategic matters with neighbouring 
authorities and other prescribed bodies, to maximise the effectiveness when 
preparing Development Plan Documents such as the Local Plan. 

 
1.3 The Government recognise that many social, environmental and economic 

issues can only be effectively addressed at a „larger than local‟ scale, as 
people and businesses do not confine their activities to one council area.  
Strategic planning naturally deals with such „larger than local‟ issues, for 
example, new housing across a housing market area that encompasses more 
than one local authority.  The duty to co-operate, in effect replaces the role 
previously undertaken through regional and countywide planning.  

 
1.4 The new duty: 

 relates to sustainable development or use of land that would have a 
significant impact on at least two local planning areas or a planning matter 
that falls within the remit of a county council,  

 requires that councils set out planning bodies to address such issues, 

 requires that councils and public bodies „engage constructively, actively 
and on an ongoing basis‟ to develop strategic policies, and 

 requires councils to consider joint approaches to plan making. 
 
1.5 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 2012) also makes 

reference to the duty to co-operate.  It states that public bodies have a duty to 
co-operate on planning issues that cross administrative boundaries, 
particularly those which relate to strategic priorities, and that that local 
planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having 
effectively co-operated in planning for issues with cross boundary impacts, 
when submitting their plans for examination. 

 
1.6 Paragraph156 of the NPPF sets out the strategic issues where co-operation 

might be appropriate, namely: - 

 the number of new homes and jobs needed in the area 

 the provision of retail, leisure and other commercial development 

 the provision of infrastructure (including transport, water/drainage and 
other utilities) 

 the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and 
other local facilities; and 

 climate change mitigation and adaptation, conservation and enhancement 
of the natural and historic environment.   

 
1.7 “The Government expects joint working on areas of common interest to be 

diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities” (para 
178, NPPF).  Co-operation should be a continuous process of engagement 
from initial thinking, through to implementation. 
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1.8 In addition to working with neighbouring authorities and prescribed bodies, 
the NPPF also indicates that there is an expectation that collaboration on 
strategic planning issues will also occur between local planning authorities 
and private sector bodies, utilities and infrastructure providers.  Local 
Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships are specifically 
mentioned as bodies to collaborate with in the NPPF but are not directly 
named in the relevant Government regulations. 

 
1.9 The NPPF states that co-operation could be demonstrated by plans or 

policies being prepared as part of a joint committee, a memorandum of 
understanding or a jointly prepared strategy, which is presented as evidence 
of co-operation. Co-operation should be a continuous process of engagement 
from initial thinking through to implementation (NPPF, para 181).   

 

2.  How has South Somerset District Council co-operated 
with others in the production of the Local Plan? 

 
What does the duty to co-operate mean for South Somerset? 

 
2.1 In practice the duty to co-operate means that South Somerset is required to 

demonstrate how it has worked jointly and co-operated with neighbouring 
authorities, prescribed bodies and other bodies such as infrastructure 
providers to address cross boundary issues and relevant strategic planning 
matters.  

 
2.2 The NPPF anticipates joint working to occur on areas of common interest, 

taking into account different geographical areas where appropriate.  For 
South Somerset the relevant neighbouring local authorities are considered to 
be Somerset County Council, Mendip District Council, Taunton Deane 
Borough Council, Sedgemoor District Council, West Somerset District 
Council, Dorset County Council, Wiltshire Council, East Devon District 
Council, North Dorset District Council and West Dorset District Council.  
These are illustrated in Appendix 1. 

 
2.3 The prescribed bodies are defined in part 2 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.  Those relevant to South 
Somerset are: 

 Environment Agency 

 English Heritage 

 Natural England 

 the Civil Aviation Authority 

 the Homes and Communities Agency 

 Primary Care Trusts 

 the Office of Rail Regulation 

 the Highways Authority (i.e. Somerset County Council); and 

 the SOS as Highways Authority (i.e. the Highways Agency). 
 
2.4 South Somerset needs to have regard to the Somerset LEP – Heart of the 

South West, which forms a collaborative body and Local Nature Partnership. 
 
2.5 Co-operation works two ways and it may not always be possible to reach 

agreement with neighbouring authorities, prescribed bodies or other bodies.  
The Duty to Co-operate does not presume agreement is needed.   
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How does the duty to co-operate affect South Somerset‟s plan making? 
 
2.6 When the duty to co-operate legislation was enacted in November 2011, the 

South Somerset Local Plan (previously known as Core Strategy) was at an 
advanced stage of preparation, having already been subject to two stages of 
consultation.  The Issues and Options document was published for 
consultation in March 2008, and the Draft Core Strategy (incorporating 
Preferred Options) was published for consultation in October 2010.  These 
are detailed in the Consultation Statement (June 2012). 

 
2.7 Whilst the legal duty to co-operate only came into force recently, the Council 

has, through the preparation of the Local Plan, and its associated planning 
work, sought to liaise with and work jointly with neighbouring authorities and 
relevant organisations to deal with strategic planning issues that extend 
across the local authority‟s boundaries, and these arrangements are ongoing.  
It should be emphasised strongly from the outset that South Somerset‟s 
approach is not confined to consultation, rather it is one of building 
meaningful and productive partnerships, and taken together, these activities 
help to demonstrate how the duty to co-operate has been fulfilled in preparing 
the South Somerset Local Plan. 

 
How has South Somerset co-operated with others in the production of 
the Local Plan? 

 
2.8 In terms of developing an understanding of cross boundary issues 

collaboration has occurred in the following ways: 

 embedding or mainstreaming partnership working into the everyday work 
of the Council, 

 joint working groups to produce evidence base, 

 engaging through formal Local Plan consultation, and  

 specific duty to co-operate meetings to address issues head-on 
 
2.9 Partnership working is at the heart of the way in which South Somerset 

District Council operates and joint working with others and partnership is seen 
as essential to influence and implement the vision for the District.  The 
Council‟s area committee structure ensures that the organisation is well 
placed to work creatively with partners to support practical ways to influence 
or take control locally. 

 
2.10 The Council‟s ethos of partnership working and collaboration has been 

embedded into the way in which the Local Plan has been produced from the 
outset, this collaborative work has taken many forms and includes: - 

 Involvement in the Somerset Strategic Planning Conference (SSPC) - 
formed in 2001, the SSPC was created to take the lead on strategic land 
use and transport matters on behalf of the Somerset Strategic 
Partnership, and comprised both officers and members.  An officer group 
was also formed to manage the joint commissioning of cross boundary 
evidence based studies, and share working practices.  Whilst the formal 
structure was suspended in 2010 (pending an outcome of the review 
regarding streamlining of partnerships at the County Council), the officer 
group continued to meet on an informal basis, testament to the strength of 
cooperative working.  Recent meetings in relation to duty to co-operate 
have allowed both officers and members to reinstate the joint working 
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group, albeit not under the name of the Somerset Strategic Planning 
Conference (see below).   

 

 Collaborative working (through the SSPC) during the preparation of the 
draft Regional Spatial Strategy.  A particular example being the work 
commissioned jointly by all the Somerset authorities to identify district 
level housing allocations in the emerging Regional Spatial Strategy. 

 

 Jointly produced or procured evidence to support planning policy 
development.  The jointly produced Somerset Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment, which has influenced the delivery of housing and given a 
strategic overview for the Local Plan‟s housing policies in relation to 
targets and thresholds for affordable housing and mix of market housing 
is a good example.  As is the jointly produced Somerset Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment, which addressed the need 
countywide and identified South Somerset‟s requirement and informs 
Local Plan Policy HG7. 

 

 Involvement in the preparation of plans in adjoining areas through the 
consultation and engagement process, for example making 
representations to the Somerset County Council Minerals and Waste 
Core Strategies, West Dorset Core Strategy and North Dorset Core 
Strategy. 

 

 Work on the Infrastructure Plan (IP) (previously Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan) and other infrastructure related work such as Yeovil Transport 
Modelling, to support the Local Plan.  This has included extensive liaison 
with Somerset County Council and other key infrastructure providers to 
support the level of growth expected in South Somerset.  The growth of 
Yeovil has also required cross border strategic highways matters between 
Somerset County Council and Dorset County Council to be addressed. 

 

 Work to support the Somerset Levels and Moors SPA, including a jointly 
commissioned report “Appropriate Assessment for Somerset Authorities 
Core Strategies” (2009) to ensure no adverse impact on the integrity of 
the Levels and Moors as a result of the combined authorities‟ scale of 
growth. 

 

 Work to support the development of countywide parking standards, to 
they extent that they have been incorporated with minimal amendment 
into Local Plan Policy TA1. 

 

 Collaborative working with other Somerset districts to identify evidence 
base and share evidence and best practice in relation to planning policy. 

 

 Established groups such as Somerset Strategic Housing Partnership and 
new ones such as the emerging Hinkley Point C Strategic Delivery Forum 
(see below).  

 
2.11 In order to demonstrate more clearly how South Somerset has fulfilled its duty 

to co-operate, and how this has influenced the Local Plan, a number of 
appendices have been produced setting out the authority/body, the strategic 
issue, how the co-operation has taken place, the outcome and how this has 
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influenced the Local Plan. For ease, these appendices have been drawn 
together in the following way: 

 
Appendix 2 - Co-operation with Neighbouring Authorities 
Appendix 3 - Co-operation with Prescribed Bodies 
Appendix 4 - Co-operation with other Bodies 
Appendix 5 - Summary of when prescribed bodies and neighbouring 
authorities have commented on the Local Plan 
Appendix 7 - Summary of Specific and Prescribed Consultation Bodies 
responses to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Local Plan 

 
On-going Co-operation  

 
2.12 The Council will continue to co-operate on cross boundary and strategic 

planning matters, for example, the Master planning of the Yeovil Sustainable 
Urban Extensions will involve co-operation from a number of the authorities 
and bodies listed already such as West Dorset District Council, Dorset County 
Council, Somerset County Council, English Heritage, the Environment 
Agency and others, and ongoing joint working arrangements in relation to 
certain aspects of the development of the urban extension.   

 
2.13 South Somerset District Council is keen to continue the Somerset based joint 

officer and member working arrangements, (previously known as the 
Somerset Strategic Planning Conference) to ensure collaborative working to 
identify evidence and share evidence and best practice in relation to planning 
policy and specifically to address the duty to co-operate. This was re-initiated 
following a meeting arranged by this Council on Duty to Co-operate issues 
held at Yeovil Innovation Centre on 9th November 2012. There was 
recognition from all Somerset Councils of the need to maintain a regular joint 
meeting involving both officers and Members in order to help fulfil the Duty to 
Co-operate and in particular the expectation of a continuous process of 
engagement from initial thinking through to implementation.  

 
2.14 A further meeting of the Somerset based officer and member group took 

place on the 17th April 2013. The agenda addressed the Somerset Housing 
Market Assessment (SHMA), County wide Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment update, strategic transport matters, minerals 
and waste planning, Eco initiatives (Econet), Progress on Housing Strategy 
and a local authority round-up (Local Plan progress). 

 
2.15 The group considered joint working arrangements and the opportunities for on-

going co-ordination and sharing. It was agreed that the duty to co-operate 
meeting with both officer and member involvement was essential for cross 
boundary working and it was agreed that it would continue with meetings held 
on a 6 monthly basis or more frequently should matters arise that required 
discussion. South Somerset was confirmed as the secretariat until further 
notice.1.  

 
2.16 In May / June 2013 South Somerset District Council signed a Memorandum of 

Agreement (MOU) with adjoining authorities to agree broad objectives for the 

                                                 
1
 Paragraphs 2.14 and 2.15 of this report reflect the Duty to Co-operate Up-date submitted as 

a mid-hearing statement: Issue 1, H002 SSDC. 
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on-going co-operation between themselves. An example of the MOU is 
shown in Appendix 6.

2
 

 
2.17 Following receipt of the Examination Inspector‟s Preliminary Findings in July 

2013 a number of Main Modifications are proposed to be made to the 
Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan. These Main Modifications 
were subject to consultation between 28 November 2013 and 10 January 2014. 
As explained in paragraph 2.11 above a summary of the main issues raised by 
Specific and Prescribed Consultation Bodies, and how they have been 
addressed, is set out in Appendix 7.  

 
2.18 As well as the formal consultation that has been undertaken during the 

suspension of the Examination, South Somerset District Council has sought to 
continue co-operation on strategic cross boundary issues. Appendix 8 
summarises that co-operation and engagement. 

 

3.  Conclusions 
 

3.1 There are a number of ways in which South Somerset District Council has co-
operated with neighbouring local authorities, Prescribed Bodies, Specific 
Consultation Bodies and other organisations with interest in the District, to 
address strategic and cross border issues and find solutions. 

 
3.2 The Council considers that this report demonstrates that the duty to co-

operate in relation to the planning of sustainable development, as required 
under section 110 of the Localism Act 2011, has been met.   

                                                 
2
 All signed MOU‟s are shown in SSDC Mid Hearing Statement H055 which can be viewed at 

http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/media/568924/ssdc_h55.pdf  
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Appendix 1 – Map of Neighbouring Authorities 
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Appendix 2 - Co-operation with Neighbouring Authorities  
This is not an exhaustive list, but demonstrates the way in which South Somerset District Council has fulfilled the duty to co-operate in relation 
to strategic planning matters with neighbouring authorities. 
 

Somerset County Council 
Strategic Issues  Methods of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

Transport - impacts of  the proposed 
Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension on the 
Highways Network 
The scale of development is likely to have 
significant impacts on the highway network 
that will require mitigation measures.   
 
 
 

Continuous two-way engagement and joint 
working throughout Local Plan process, for 
example involvement in early engagement 
workshops and on-going discussions 
regarding formal representations received on 
the Local Plan 
 
Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 

The joint working and jointly commissioned 
evidence base (Yeovil traffic modelling and 
the emerging Yeovil Transport Strategy 
Review 2 (YTSR2)) helped the District 
Council in considering the transport effects of 
various potential locations for the Yeovil SUE.  
This has resulted in the proposed location of 
the Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension being 
chosen, from amongst options, to the south 
west of Yeovil.   
 

Environmental - location of Chard Eastern 
Development Area (CEDA), Yeovil SUE and 
Market Town Directions of Growth  
The impact of cumulative development 
proposals on European Protected Species - 
Levels and Moors and Brackett‟s Coppice. 
 
Green Infrastructure. 

Joint working on appropriate assessment and 
Somerset Econet project to ensure no 
adverse impact on the integrity of European 
Protected Species as a result of the combined 
authorities‟ scale of growth. 
 
Econet computer based mapping system 
which shows the likely distribution and habitat 
use of the most important species in 
Somerset, is being used to inform the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy. 

Recommended changes from the Appropriate 
Assessment in relation to Bracketts Copice, 
also incorporated into the Local Plan policies 
such as Policy YV2: Yeovil Sustainable Urban 
Extension.  The following wording was added 
to the Policy: 
„The Masterplan will be designed in such a 
way that features supporting bat 
movement are not severed and that access 
between feeding areas and roosts is 
maintained. The lighting design will also need 
to take account of the 
requirements of bats.‟ 
 



12 

 

Econet has informed Policy EQ5 and will feed 
into the Green Infrastructure Strategy DPD. 

Education - Infrastructure Delivery 
Planning 
Consultation on growth proposals to ensure 
sufficient capacity over Local Plan period. 
Cross border concerns that children from 
Somerset travel out of the County for 
education. 

Consultation on all stages of the Local Plan 
and IDP. 
 
Joint Working, involving meetings, emails, 
letters & telephone. 

Informed the IDP and Local Plan growth 
proposals. 
 
Parental choice makes education planning 
more difficult. 

Economic Development  
 
Delivery of key infrastructure required to bring 
forward employment land to support Local 
Plan allocation through Growing Places Fund 
– LEP.  
 
Support for Connecting Devon and Somerset 
Superfast Broadband initiative. 
 

Joint Working, involving meetings, emails, 
letters & telephone including information 
provided to Somerset County Council Data 
Room. 
 
Regular attendance of County wide Economic 
Development Officers Group. 

Informed Local Plan section referring to 
broadband. 

Eco Town Principles 
Somerset County Council (SCC) was a 
partner in securing Eco Town Project funding 
and in delivering a series of concept Eco 
Studies including: 

- Draft Village Masterplan 
- Renewable Energy Study 
- Waste Studies: Waste Infrastructure 

Study, Integrating Waste to Energy, 
Site Waste Management Strategy 

SCC was part of an Officer Panel and Yeovil 
Vision Board had responsibility for delivering 
these studies. SCC assumed project lead for 
Waste Studies. 

Draft Masterplan, Renewable Energy and 
Waste Studies to be applied through the 
Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension and 
Summerhouse Village Masterplan once 
decisions on development in principle 
determined through the Local Plan and work 
started on these Masterplans. 
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Mendip District Council 
Cross Boundary Issues Methods of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

No cross boundary issues directly emerging from either the policies or proposals in the South Somerset Local Plan or Mendip District Council 
Local Plan.  No emerging issues relating to scale or direction of growth. 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation  
A joint assessment was undertaken to assess 
the accommodation needs of Gypsies and 
Travellers across the county. 
 

Involvement in joint working groups to 
produce evidence base. 
 
Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

An update has been agreed in principle 
amongst all Somerset authorities and this will 
be incorporated into the Local Plan (Policy 
HG7) identifying a new requirement which 
reflects the plan period.  
 
Mendip was initially invited to join in producing 
the Strategic Housing Market Assessment but 
declined once clarity established that Mendip 
was included in the West of England Housing 
Market Area. 

 
 

Taunton Deane Borough Council  
Cross Boundary Issues Methods of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

No cross boundary issues directly emerging from either the policies or proposals in the South Somerset Local Plan or Taunton Deane Core 
Strategy.  No emerging issues relating to scale or direction of growth. 

Affordable Housing Need 
All the Somerset authorities jointly 
commissioned Fordham Research to 
undertaken their Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment, which informed the affordable 
housing and market housing mix policies in 
the Local Plan. 
 
 

Involvement in joint working groups to 
produce evidence base. 
 
Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

Evidence emerging from the SHMAA has 
influenced policies HG3: Provision of 
Affordable Housing, HG4: Provision of 
Affordable Housing, Sites 1-5 and HG5: 
Achieving a Mix of Market Housing, relating to 
targets and thresholds of affordable housing 
and mix of market housing.  
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Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation  
A joint assessment was undertaken to assess 
the accommodation needs of Gypsies and 
Travellers across the county. 
 

An update has been agreed in principle 
amongst all Somerset authorities and this will 
be incorporated into the Local Plan (Policy 
HG7) identifying a new requirement which 
reflects the plan period.  

 
 

Sedgemoor District Council 
Cross Boundary Issues Methods of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

No cross boundary issues directly emerging from either the policies or proposals in the South Somerset Local Plan or Taunton Deane Core 
Strategy.  No emerging issues relating to scale or direction of growth. 

Affordable Housing Need 
All the Somerset authorities jointly 
commissioned Fordham Research to 
undertaken their Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment, which informed the affordable 
housing and market housing mix policies in 
the Local Plan.  SSDC feel that the SHMA 
needs updating in 2014.  Sedgemoor needs 
to commission work immediately to addresses 
a local issue, and therefore not appropriate to 
wait to undertake a joint update. 

Involvement in joint working groups to 
produce evidence base. 
 
Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

Evidence emerging from the SHMAA has 
influenced policies HG3: Provision of 
Affordable Housing, HG4: Provision of 
Affordable Housing, Sites 1-5 and HG5: 
Achieving a Mix of Market Housing, relating to 
targets and thresholds of affordable housing 
and mix of market housing. 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment  
A joint assessment was undertaken to assess 
the accommodation needs of Gypsies and 
Travellers across the county. 

An update has been agreed in principle 
amongst all Somerset authorities and this will 
be incorporated into the Local Plan (Policy 
HG7) identifying a new requirement which 
reflects the plan period.  
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West Somerset District Council 
Cross Boundary Issues Methods of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

No cross boundary issues directly emerging from either the policies or proposals in the South Somerset Local Plan or Taunton Deane Core 
Strategy.  No emerging issues relating to scale or direction of growth. 
 

Affordable Housing Need 
All the Somerset authorities jointly 
commissioned Fordham Research to 
undertaken their Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment, which informed the affordable 
housing and market housing mix policies in 
the Local Plan.  SSDC feel that the SHMA 
needs updating in 2014.  West Somerset 
needs more detailed work and have already 
commissioned a consultant, therefore a joint 
update is not possible. 
 

Involvement in joint working groups to 
produce evidence base. 
 
Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

Evidence emerging from the SHMAA has 
influenced policies HG3: Provision of 
Affordable Housing, HG4: Provision of 
Affordable Housing, Sites 1-5 and HG5: 
Achieving a Mix of Market Housing, relating to 
targets and thresholds of affordable housing 
and mix of market housing. 

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment  
A joint assessment was undertaken to assess 
the accommodation needs of Gypsies and 
Travellers across the county. 
 

An update has been agreed in principle 
amongst all Somerset authorities and this will 
be incorporated into the Local Plan (Policy 
HG7) identifying a new requirement which 
reflects the plan period.  
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Dorset County Council 
Cross Boundary Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension, and 
associated transport infrastructure  
The development could potentially impact 
beyond the district boundaries.  The principal 
cross boundary issues relate to the impact in 
transportation/highway terms and the need to 
ensure the individual and cumulative impacts 
are considered. 
 

Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

The views put forward by Dorset County 
Council are being used to inform the 
emerging Yeovil Transport Strategy Review 2, 
which will inform the Yeovil SUE Master Plan 
DPD.  

 
Wiltshire Council 
Cross Boundary Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

No strategic or cross boundary issues of common concern identified (see Appendix 2b). Liaison with Wiltshire in terms of submitting comments 
on housing requirement in submission draft of the Wiltshire Core Strategy (2006 to 2026) – January 2014. 
 

 
Devon County Council 
Cross Boundary Issues Methods of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

A30/A303/A358 Improvement project 
Long standing aspiration to improve 
connectivity on strategic routes from Wiltshire 
to Cornwall.  Improvements sought in relation 
to journey time, safety and 
consistency/reliability and to unlock wider 
economic benefits. 
 

Whilst Somerset County Council is taking the 
lead, SSDC has had involvement in a project 
group including Somerset, Wiltshire, Devon, 
Plymouth and Cornwall Councils as well as 
the Highways Agency. 

On-going issue, but improvements should 
drive forward development in the District and 
deliver the economic growth anticipated in the 
Local Plan. 
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East Devon District Council 
Cross Boundary Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

No strategic or cross boundary issues of common concern identified (see Appendix 2b) 

 
West Dorset District Council 
Cross Boundary Issues Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 

Local Plan 

Location of Yeovil Sustainable Urban 
Extension 
The area of search for the urban extension 
included land to the west of Yeovil extending 
into West Dorset District. 
 

Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

SSDC feel there has been clear engagement 
with WDDC who have made their views 
known. Agreed that joint working will continue 
through the masterplanning process because 
of potential traffic impact on West Dorset 
villages. 

Retail Provision – Babylon Hill 
The Peel Centre, Babylon Hill is an out of 
town retail centre within West Dorset District 
but abutting South Somerset.  There are 
issues surrounding the potential impact of 
Babylon Hill on Yeovil Town Centre. 

Policy in emerging South Somerset Local 
Plan to place a ceiling on retail development 
in Yeovil in order to prevent overtrading and 
adverse impacts.  Approach focusses on town 
centre first and prevention of further out-of-
town development. WDDC confirmed that that 
they supported SSDC approach and will also 
seek to limit further retail development in the 
Babylon Hill area.  

Bracketts Coppice Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC)  
The Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) 
identified a need to accommodate Pipistrelle 
bats and their foraging grounds. The Area 
extends as far as the Yeovil SUE. 

Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

On-going. Agreed that mitigation is possible. 
A management plan may be required. 
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North Dorset District Council 

Cross Boundary Issues Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 
Local Plan 

Henstridge Airfield 
Concern regarding potential traffic impact of 
development at the airfield on North Dorset 
villages. 
 

Engagement over a number of years 
regarding the production of the Henstridge 
Airfield Masterplan. 
 
Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

Past engagement acknowledged. Emerging 
Local Plan proposes nothing new but elevates 
the masterplan as an informative to the Policy 
giving it additional weight. NDDC confirmed 
that they have no concerns over the Local 
Plan and that joint working would continue on 
planning applications. 

Education provision 
NDDC concerned that children for Henstridge 
go the Stalbridge schools. Concerned that 
further development in Henstridge would 
exacerbate the problem.  

Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

Henstridge is a Rural Settlement in the 
emerging Local Plan therefore Policy SS2 
would be applicable (i.e. no major 
development in the countryside). Parental 
choice makes it difficult to stop cross 
boundary education trips. SSDC confirmed 
that SCC would be trying to retain children at 
Somerset Schools.  
 

A357 to Shepton Mallet 
Historically NDDC have sought to downgrade 
A357 from an A to a B road.  

SCC and SDDC are sympathetic to anything 
that reduced traffic along the A357, speed 
illustrates this. Issue to be explored further 
with DCC. 

Economic influence of Yeovil 
Potential to improve public transport linkages 
between Town Centre and Pen Mill  

Specific duty to co-operate meeting to 
address issues head-on. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 
 
 

SSDC and NDDC confirmed that this is not a 
major issue requiring joint working 
arrangements. 

Growth of Gillingham 
1,700 new homes proposed, consideration of 
implications for Wincanton 

SSDC confirmed that this would have no 
significant impact on Wincanton. 
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Appendix 2a - Summary of Neighbouring Local Authority 
Representations to the Proposed Submission Local Plan and 
Officer Recommendations 
The following neighbouring authorities made no formal representations to the Local 
Plan: 

 Mendip District Council 

 Taunton Deane Borough Council 

 Sedgemoor District Council 

 West Somerset District Council 

 Wiltshire Council 

 Devon County Council 

 East Devon District Council 

 North Dorset District Council 
 

Local Authority  Summary of Representation Response 

Somerset County 
Council 

 Minor rewording to clarify 
policies and implications 
throughout. 

 Car parking in Yeovil evidence 
base questioned 

 Inclusion of education in list of 
things accessible by 
sustainable transport. 

 Request that explicitly stated 
that Infrastructure Plan needs 
to be live and reviewed 
regularly, along with funding.
  

 Where is the evidence for the 
new road being needed at 
Torbay Road 

 

 Minor changes 
implemented.  

 Evidence base 
reference included. 

 Education included. 

 Changes made to 
explain Infrastructure 
Plan and its 
implications, review 
structure and finances 
for projects. 

 Policy remains but 
clarify in supporting text 
the aspiration for a 
road. 
 

 
 
 

Dorset County 
Council  

 Cycle-link between Milborne 
Port (in South Somerset) and 
Sherborne (in West Dorset) 
omitted from Plan. 

 Implications of the proposed 
level of growth in Yeovil on 
local Infrastructure. Yeovil 
TTWA extends well into North 
and West Dorset and the 
possibility it could exacerbate 
already high levels of in-
commuting has not been 
addressed. No consideration of 
the proposed level of growth at 
Sherborne. 

 Concerns about securing an 
improved route of A37 through 
proposed urban extension. 

Cycle-link to be referred to. 
 
 
 
It is considered that the 
housing provision in Yeovil 
will address in-commuting.  
Identified with WDDC that 
no strategic issue with the 
level of growth at 
Sherborne. 
 
Agreed to be matter for 
detailed masterplanning 
upon approval of Urban 
Extension through the 
Local Plan. 

West Dorset Support Support noted. 
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District Council 

Appendix 2b - Copies of correspondence between SSDC and Wiltshire 
Council and East Devon District Council, identifying no strategic or 
cross boundary issues of significance 
 

Copy of SSDC Letter sent to Wiltshire Council and East Devon District 
Council 
 

RE: Duty to Co-operate, Proposed Submission South Somerset Local Plan 
 
As you will be aware, the Localism Act (November 2011) introduced the „Duty to 
Cooperate‟, whereby local planning authorities are required to work with 
neighbouring authorities and other prescribed bodies in preparing their development 
plan documents. 
 
As our Council‟s share a very small joint boarder and cross boundary planning issues 
are not significant, I am writing to you to confirm that you are content that there are 
no outstanding planning issues that cross our joint administrative boundaries and 
require any joint working.  Therefore we have complied with the duty to co-operate 
with your authority regarding the production of out Proposed Submission South 
Somerset Local Plan.  I would be very grateful if you could confirm this position. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 
Andy Foyne 
Spatial Policy Manager 

 

Copy of Email Correspondence between South Somerset District 
Council and Wiltshire Council 
 
From: Jo Manley  
Sent: 10 January 2013 12:56 
To: Gibson, Carolyn 
Cc: Andy Foyne, Martin Woods 
Subject: South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 Duty to Co-operate 
 
Dear Carolyn, 
 
Further to the attached email which you sent to my colleague, Jo Wilkins, are you 
able to provide me with a response from your authority in relation to the Duty to Co-
operate by close of play tomorrow?  We are submitting our Local Plan to the 
Inspectorate on Monday 21st January and therefore need to finalise our submission 
papers by the middle of next week.  If no response is received, we will include copies 
of the emails between ourselves as evidence of our engagement and the fact that 
there are no cross boundary strategic planning issues. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Jo Manley 
Policy Planner, South Somerset District Council 
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From: Gibson, Carolyn  
Sent: 23 November 2012 09:49 
To: Jo Wilkins 
Subject: RE: South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 Duty to Co-operate 
 
Hi Jo, 
 
Sorry ran out of time this week but will get back to you by Tuesday next week if that 
is OK. (Don‟t work Fridays and a rush on in the office for so no one else available  at 
the moment.) 
 
Kind Regards, Carolyn 
 
Carolyn Gibson 
Spatial Planning Manager - Economy 
Wiltshire Council  

  
From: Jo Wilkins  
Sent: 21 November 2012 13:10 
To: Gibson, Carolyn 
Cc: Jo Manley 
Subject: South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 Duty to Co-operate 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Carolyn, 
 
Further to our telephone conversation earlier today please attached a copy of 
SSDC‟s letter dated 9th August 2012. 
 
It would be very much appreciated if we could have a response by the end of this 
week. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Jo Wilkins 
Policy Planner 
South Somerset District Council 

 
 
Copy of Email Response from East Devon District Council 
 
From: Matthew Dickins  
Sent: 29 August 2012 12:39 
To: PlanningPolicy 
Cc: Linda Renshaw 
Subject: Duty To Cooperate - UNCLASSIFIED:  

Hi Andy 
 
Thanks for your letter of the 9 August 2012.  I would not wish to raise and at this 
stage cannot identify any issues, in respect to Duty to Cooperate, that are of 
relevance/importance to us in respect of content of the Proposed South Somerset 
Local Plan (2012).   
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I am copying in this reply  to Linda Renshaw in our policy team as Linda is looking at 
the Duty to Cooperate in a wider sense for our emerging Local Plan including cross-
boundary issues.  Whilst our main cross-boundary concerns relate to Exeter and 
Teignbridge (looking west-ward) we do also want to give consideration to possible or 
the potential for Somerset and Dorset (and Mid Devon) cross boundary matters and 
concerns.  
 
Matthew Dickins 
Planning Policy Manager 
East Devon District Council 
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Appendix 2c - Dates of Duty to Co-operate Meetings with 
Neighbouring Authorities and Notes  
 
 Authority Date of Meeting Key Points of 

Discussion 

A. West Dorset District Council 29/03/2010 Yeovil Sustainable 
Urban Extension 

B. West Dorset District Council 15/04/2010 Yeovil Urban Extension 

C. North Dorset District Council 24/04/2011 Henstridge Airfield and 
associated cross 
boundary issues.  
Meeting confirmed there 
were no issues 
requiring a joint 
planning exercise. 

D. Somerset Strategic Planning 
Officers Group 

30/05/2012 Duty to co-operate – 
joint evidence base, 
county wide strategic 
planning and transport 
matters and housing 
strategy. 

E. North Dorset District Council 06/07/2012 Henstridge Airfield, 
economic influence of 
Yeovil, growth of 
Gillingham and A303 
and impact of 
cumulative growth. 

E. West Dorset District Council 06/07/2012 Yeovil Sustainable 
Urban Extension, The 
Peel retail Centre and 
impact on Yeovil town 
centre, and Bracketts 
Copice. 

F. Dorset County Council  19/07/2012 A357 road corridor and 
matters of mutual 
interest.  A30, A37 & 
A303 strategic route 
issues and Yeovil Urban 
Extension. 

G. Somerset Planning Officers 
and Members 

9/11/2012 Duty to co-operate – 
joint evidence base, 
county wide strategic 
planning and transport 
matters and housing 
strategy. 
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Notes 
 
A. Meeting with West Dorset District Council on 29th March 2010 (Hilary Jordon, 
re. Yeovil Urban Extension) 

1.  Historic Landscape Assessment 

 
AF informed HJ of Historic Landscape Assessment being commissioned for 
periphery of Yeovil to inform Preferred Option for Urban Extension of Yeovil. 

 
Further eco studies will be undertaken in due course. The Assessment was 
essential to enable SSDC to confirm a preferred option. 

 
2. Call for Sites 
 

AF informed HJ of need to undertake specific call for sites for urban extension 
in West Dorset as soon as possible and before publication of Preferred 
Options report in order to explore if 5,000 dwellings and ancillary land 
requirements can be accommodated in each option. PINS critical friend had 
indicated this was important. HS indicated that initial view from West Dorset 
was likely to be to decline consent.  A possible compromise would be to take 
forward a call for sites as part of the Preferred Option consultation. AF 
indicated that a formal letter would be forthcoming shortly asking for 
permission. West Dorset District Council have undertaken a review of their 
SHLAA in January  and undertake annual reviews. 

 
3. Clarification of 5000 dwellings – Contribution in West Dorset 
 
 The position re a 5000 urban extension in West Dorset contributing to West 

Dorset or to South Somerset housing requirement remains unclear. The 
question has been asked of GOSW who have not responded. General 
agreement that it is best not to pursue an answer at this stage when a 
definitive answer was not likely to be forthcoming. An answer is only required 
if the West Dorset site becomes the Preferred Option rather than an option to 
be dismissed and is only likely to be forthcoming from GOSW if necessary. 

 

4. Rationalisation of Core Strategies 

 
South Somerset aims for Preferred Options report in June with consultation in 
June/July and a Submission Document at the end of the year. 

 
West Dorset aims for Preferred Options report by June 20th with consultation 
likely over summer and into September with Submission Document due by 
spring of next year. 

 
Agreed that South Somerset should pursue options in its Core Strategy and 
Consultation and that West Dorset should address its view of the option in 
West Dorset as part of its Core Strategy. West Dorset could bring forward its 
response on the option in West Dorset to meet the South Somerset timescale. 
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This would work well as long as South Somerset and West Dorset both saw the 
West Dorset option to be dismissed in favour of another Preferred Option. 
Should SS feel that the West Dorset option was the right one and West Dorset 
agreed then it would be taken forward through the West Dorset Core Strategy. 
Should South Somerset feel that the West Dorset option was the right one and 
West Dorset disagree then it could not proceed and South Somerset who have 
to invoke the issue with GOSW. 

5. Informing Members 

 
Agreed best option was for an early Leaders and key Members meeting with 
senior officers (D. Evans and Simon Gale) and HJ and AF to consider matters 
and that the outcome of this current meeting could form a briefing note for such 
a meeting. MPs and Town and Parish Councils, et al could then be informed of 
the outcome of that early Leaders Meeting. 

 
6. Any Other Business 

 
Sherborne likely to be promoted to take 500 – 800 more dwellings with 
expansion of existing LP allocation favoured at Bacton Farm to overcome an 
identified access issue and development to the west as 2nd favourite. 
 
Dorset County Council (Claire Pincher) may be able to provide the Historic 
Landscape Assessment with relevant information. 
 
West Dorset require 12,500 dwellings in plan period with 3,000 urban 
extension to Dorchester. West Dorset members do not want to expand 
Dorchester and are minded to go with 9,500 figures. 
 

7. Actions 
 

- AF to draft note of meeting and briefing note for leaders meeting 
- HJ to pursue leaders meeting arrangements for an early meeting 
- AF to forward evidence base information to HJ re Yeovil sites (SA,  
- Infrastructure information, transport assessments, landscape study (et 

al) 
- AF to inform HJ of which West Dorset Parishes had been engaged in 

the process 
- AF to forward Call for Sites letter to HJ 
- HJ to forward West Dorset LDS 

 

 

B. Meeting with West Dorset District Council on 15th April 2010 
 
Joint Meeting between West Dorset & South Somerset District Council Members and 
Officers  
 
Attendance: Andy Foyne (SSDC), Nick Cradnell (SSDC), Tim Carroll (SSDC), Robert 
Gould (WDDC), Hillary Jordan (WDDC) & ???? (WDDC) 
Apologies: Simon Gale (SSDC) & Peter Seib (SSDC) 
 
Background & Overview 
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AF outlined the consultation process carried out by South Somerset DC so far in 
determining options for growth around Yeovil for 5,000 dwellings.  
 

 Sustainability Appraisal of Yeovil Strategic Growth Options (December 2009 
& February 2010) 

 Parish & Town Council Consultation Workshops (30th November 2009, 14th 
December 2009 & 10th March 2010) 

 Infrastructure Delivery Workshop (1st February 2010) 
 
Dorset Parishes; Bradford Abbas and Queen Thorne Group (Over Compton, Trent 
Nether Compton) have been engaged although only Bradford Abbas has attended.  
 
Three options have emerged from this process;  
 

 Brympton / Coker  
 Dorset / Over Compton (West Dorset) 
 Barwick / Keyford (Preferred Option) 

 
These options will be presented in the Draft Core Strategy that is programmed for DX 
in June.  
 
The Barwick / Keyford direction is SSDCs preferred option for growth, this is subject 
to an Historic Environmental Assessment that has just been commissioned and was 
a requirement from English Heritage that emerged from the Infrastructure Delivery 
Workshop. This option will be crucial in validating the preferred Southern option. The 
early results of the HEA are expected in late May and will be available as a draft in 
early June.  
 
We are also required to undertake a further „call for sites‟ in each of the proposed 
options. This was an outcome of the PINS critical friend visit (17th November 2009). 
Point 5 indicates that each option should be tested. Although SSDC can „call for 
sites‟ in South Somerset, we can‟t do this is same exercise in West Dorset. WDDC 
Officers indicated that some sites had been forwarded to the Council (Babylon Hill) 
but there were no plans to undertake a further „call for sites‟ at this time.  
 
As the RSS does not indicate which districts housing numbers the 5,000 dwellings 
fall within, clarification was sought from GOSW. Although the request for clarification 
was noted, there was no definitive answer.  
 
TC noted that SSDC are now in difficulty situation as we must show that we have 
explored all options or risk being found unsound. WDDC agreed with these concerns.  
 
WDDC had concerns that Dorset Option was in the flood plain and would lead to 
fears of coalescence with Sherborne. WDDC further noted that the RSS was a 
flawed process in many respects having not tested growth options sufficiently or 
considered environmental constraints. The RSS is currently undergoing SA work.  
 
WDDC also noted the political dimension to the RSS, as known parties have stated 
that the Draft RSS would be abolished if they were elected. Should this be the case, 
the Draft RSS figures could be discounted for lower figures in earlier drafts. AF noted 
that SSDC were supportive of 16,600 figure.  
 
A suggestion was made that Core Strategy consultation should await the outcome of 
the General Election on May 6th 2010 (Implications on RSS) and Historic Landscape 
Assessment due in early June 2010. Both dates could have significant implications 
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on the outcome of the Core Strategy consultation. There is also an expectation that 
SA work on the RSS will emerge at this time. There was agreement across all parties 
for this suggestion.  
The implications for this decision are that the SSDC Core Strategy will be delayed by 
three months to be consulted in September 2010. There is a good opportunity to 
consult at the same time as the WDDC Core Strategy through joint consultation. PS 
supported this approach. AF noted that the risk with Eco-town funding remained the 
same whichever the outcome, although this would be lessened after the results of the 
Historic Environmental Assessment.  
 
A second meeting is proposed to follow up this meeting after the 6th May Election and 
as the outcome of the Historic Environmental Assessment emerge to discuss the 
implications of these events on the Core Strategy process.  
 
 
C. Meeting with North Dorset District Council on 24th April 2011 
 
Duty to Co-operate Meeting with North Dorset District Council - 24th April 2011 
Present:         Andy Foyne & Martin Woods (SSDC) 
                        Trevor Warwick (NDDC) 
 
Trevor informed SSDC officers of the following: 
In 2009 looked at growth potential of Gillingham 
Gillingham - growth area with strategic site allocation 
2,300 dwellings - addressing joint SHMAA (with other Dorset councils) - looking to 
change start date to 2011 - so 2,300 dwellings from 2011, yet to work out end date. 
 
March 2010 - publication of draft Core Strategy, but stalled: 

- looking again at housing numbers 
- SHLAA revised 

 
Original draft looked at 7,000 dwellings for North Dorset, but now down to 5,100 
dwellings 2006-2026. 
2,300 dwellings in Gillingham to 2028, and looking to get 2028 to be the end of the 
plan period. 
 
Looking to focus distribution in towns - development in rural areas will be through 
Local Neighbourhood Plans. 
 
Looking to develop Village Design Statements as SPD. 
 
Gillingham has 12 hectares of employment land provision, and about 3 hectares 
elsewhere. 
 
Gillingham has attracted firms from elsewhere. 
 
Considered to be no specific issue re. Gillingham growing at the expense of 
Wincanton. 
 
Andy informed Trevor of the following: 
Henstridge policy approved via Master plan. 
A357 upgrade – joint CIL, as suggested by Dorset County Council in response to 
Draft Core Strategy, but North Dorset have no aspiration to upgrade and neither do 
SSDC 
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Overall scale of growth 16,600 in Draft Core Strategy and settlement strategy set out 
and explained.  Proposals for Wincanton set out in detail. 
 
Conclusion: In light of discussion, it was concluded that there were no issues 
requiring a joint planning exercise.   
There was a general discussion on the emerging NPPF and its likely implications, but 
agreement that until there was more certainty, there was little to work on. 
 
 
D. Somerset Strategic Planning Officers Group on 30th May 2012 
 
The following emerged from the discussion re duty to co-operate at the strategic 
planning officers group yesterday: 
  

1. There was no certainty re. what was required although it is clear that Inspectors 
are requesting evidence in way of written memos and meeting notes of the duty to 
co-operate being applied - no clear Inspector's decisions to go on to date clarifying 
the position but we must watch for such in the near future. 
 

2. SCC paper produced by Strategic Planning section to their members seeking 
resurrection of the Somerset Strategic Planning Conference with member 
involvement never got beyond the strategic director who indicated she wanted a light 
touch to this matter.  So SCC are unlikely to change their current stance in the near 
future. 
 

3. Taunton Deane is discussing what they have done re duty to co-operate directly 
with their Inspector. 
 

4. Taunton Deane got approval to their Core Strategy prior to the requirement to 
undertake duty to co-operate became statutory. 
 

5. Mendip and West Somerset are behind us in the process and didn't say much 
 
 
E. Meeting with North Dorset and West Dorset District Councils on 6th July 

2012 

Duty to Co-operate - South Somerset, West Dorset & North Dorset District 
Councils - 6th July 2012, South Somerset District Council Offices, Yeovil 

 
Present  
South Somerset District Council (SSDC) 
Cllr Tim Carroll (Portfolio Holder for Spatial Planning and Finance) 
Andy Foyne (Spatial Planning Manager) 
Jo Manley (Spatial Planner) 
 
North Dorset District Council (NDDC) 
Cllr David Walsh (Portfolio Holder for Development) 
Trevor Warrick (Planning Policy Manager) 
 
West Dorset District Council (WDDC) 
Cllr Sarah East (Executive Champion - Planning) 
Cllr Teresa Seall (Policy Scrutiny Member) 
Hilary Jordon (Planning Policy Manager) 
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Jo Witherden (Head of Spatial Policy and Implementation) 
  
1. Purpose of Meeting 
a) Summarise joint working to date, 
b) Clarify joint working issues, and 
c) Obtain member endorsement. 
 
Previously SSDC have met with both authorities, purpose of toady‟s meeting is to: 

 Summarise work on duty to co-operate to date, 

 Obtain member endorsement, and 

 Confirm that there are no issues previously not considered. 
 
A meeting was held with WDDC on 15th April 2010, where the Yeovil Sustainable 
Urban Extension (SUE) was discussed at officer and member level.  There has been 
a history of consultation on the matter between the both authorities, given that there 
was an East Yeovil/West Dorset option.  WDDC have attended the „cluster 
workshops‟ and made formal representations to the Local Plan.   
 
A meeting was held at an officer level with NDDC on 24th April 2011, where it was 
agreed that there were no major issues requiring a joint planning exercise.  
Henstridge Airfield Master Plan was published in July 2009 and it was considered 
that the exercise undertaken to produce this should be sufficient to satisfy that cross-
boarder issue. 
 
Action: Jo M to forward notes of previous meetings electronically to Hilary & Trevor. 
 
A meeting has been set up with Dorset County Council (DCC) to explore whether 
there are any joint working issues, they previously submitted a representation to the 
Local Plan regarding the A357 corridor and the potential impacts of development on 
that route.  SSDC, are also looking to set up a meeting with Somerset County 
Council (SCC), to discuss joint working. 
 
Action: Jo M to invite Hilary & Trevor to attend the DCC meeting. 
 
SSDC believe we have co-operated with adjoining authorities in the preparation of 
the Proposed Submission Local Plan, but to ensure there are no outstanding issues, 
are embarking on these meetings. 
 
Other cross boarder authorities – East Devon, Wiltshire and the 3 other Somerset 
districts.  A letter will be written to East Devon and Wiltshire to confirm no major 
issues requiring joint working and the 3 Somerset districts will be included in 
discussions with SCC.   
 
2. Local Plan updates - implications for co-operation 
SSDC 
Draft Core Strategy went out to consultation in October 2010.  There were many 
representations received to the Yeovil SUE, so SSDC have undertaken further 
engagement and evidence gathering, including taking the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) into account.  Full Council approved the Proposed Submission 
Local Plan (2006-2028) in April and consultation period began on the 28 June until 
10 August 2012. 
 
It is anticipated that the Plan will be submitted to the Inspector at the end of 
September, with an Examination in January 2013 and adoption in the summer of 
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2013.  The caveat being if SSDC or the Inspector wants to make any major changes, 
if so, the period will be extended by approx 3 months. 
 
SSDC proposals of a cross boundary nature: 

 Overall growth 15,950 2006-2028, of which 7,800 to Yeovil. 

 Yeovil SUE. 

 Retailing strategy – places a ceiling on the growth of Yeovil, so that it does not 
grow at the expense of other town centres.  This will also benefit West Dorset‟s 
town centres, in our opinion. 

 Wincanton – no additional major housing growth, 5 hectares of employment land 
in total (this is a reduction from the Draft Core Strategy where an additional 350 
houses were proposed). 

 Henstridge Airfield.  
 
WDDC 
The plan was held up by the proposed abolition of the Regional Spatial Strategy 
(RSS), but in the autumn of 2011 work got underway again with a round of intensive 
consultation.  The Pre-Submission Draft Plan (2011-2031) went out to consultation in 
June, until 27th July 2012. 
 
The Plan is a joint plan with Weymouth and Portland.  The Plan contains some 
significant land allocations, including the increasing residential development at 
Sherborne by 230 dwellings to 800, and 6 hectares of employment land. 
 
Cross boarder issues in addition to Weymouth & Portland arise with East Devon and 
SSDC.  The history of working with SSDC on SUE has been explained, but WDDC 
would expect continued involvement in any master planning and traffic impact work 
etc.  
 
WDDC proposals of a cross boundary nature: 

 Overall growth 9,400 2011-2031, of which 800 to Sherborne.  The location of the 
Sherborne allocation is to the north west (Barton Farm). 

Submission to the Inspector is expected in February, Examination in May, with 
adoption in October 2013. 
 
WDDC are also out to consultation on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) draft 
charging schedule.  The same Inspector will be used to examine CIL as the Local 
Plan. 
 
NDDC 
Draft Core Strategy was published in March 2010, before the elections in May.  
Following the election, Members wanted to review the housing numbers, so the Plan 
has been delayed whilst evidence base gathering is being undertaken. 
Neighbourhood Planning is very much at the heart of the revised plan.  Pre-
Submission Local Plan will be out in January 2013 
 
Three main issues are 1) overall level of growth, 2) detailed proposals for Gillingham 
(1,700 dwellings) and 3) village development - through neighbourhood plans. 
 
The growth 2006-2026 was 7,000, re-based to 2011-2026 equates to 4,200 dwellings 
for the district. Focus on the towns, but flexibility in the villages. 
 
There is evidence for the need for Gillingham Urban Extension, joint study with DCC 
to identify a preferred direction of growth.  Gillingham Neighbourhood Plan is being 
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undertaken at the same time, and the community have bought into the growth, its 
location and the potential benefits it can bring to the town.   
 
3. Cross boarder issues 
West Dorset District Council  

 Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension 
SSDC feel that there has been clear engagement with WDDC and they have made 
their view clear.  Agreement that the joint working will continue through the master 
planning process because of the potential traffic impact on West Dorset villages, 
although Parsons Brinckerhoff report has demonstrated that increased traffic is to an 
acceptable level. 
 

 The Peel Centre, Babylon Hill - retail impacts on Yeovil Town Centre 
A policy has been included in the Local Plan which places a ceiling on retail 
development in Yeovil to prevent overtrading and adverse impacts on other town 
centres.  Focus also very much on town centres first approach, and prevention of 
further out-of-town development.   WDDC confirmed that they support SDDC 
approach and would not support additional retail growth at Babylon Hill and there are 
Local Plan policies to that effect. 
 

 Bracketts Coppice 
Habitats regulation Assessment (HRA) identified a need to accommodate Pipistrelle 
bats and their foraging grounds.  The area extends as far as the Yeovil SUE – 
mitigation is possible. 
 
NDDC had a similar issue in Blandford with Greater Horseshoe Bats, mitigation was 
possible, but may find you need to commit the land to some sort of management 
plan, because their food sources need to be maintained. 
 
North Dorset District Council 

 Henstridge Airfield 
Henstridge Airfield Master Plan was produced in consultation with NDDC and DCC, 
traffic is the main concern.  The Local Plan proposes nothing new, but elevates the 
Policy from the master plan into Local Plan for additional weight.  NDDC may need to 
take a report to Cabinet to form a view. 
 
Action – Trevor to confirm NDDC have no concerns over the Local Plan and 
Henstridge and joint working to continue on any forthcoming planning applications. 
  

 Education Provision 
NDDC have concerns that children from Henstridge go to Stalbridge schools.  
Concerned that further development in Henstridge would exacerbate the problem.  
Henstridge is a Rural Settlement in the emerging Local Plan and therefore Policy 
SS2 would be applicable (i.e. no major development as countryside).  Parental 
choice makes it difficult to stop the cross boarder education trips, but Tim Carroll 
confirmed that SCC would be trying to retain children for Somerset schools.   
 

 A357 Issues 
In the past sought a downgrade from an A road to a B road, but SSDC/SCC are 
sympathetic to anything that reduces traffic along the A357, speed illustrates this.  
DCC have raised this as an issue and it will be explored further at the meeting with 
them. 
 
Action - Andy to raise the issue of A357 to Shepton Mallet with DCC. 
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 Economic influence of Yeovil - (potential to improve public transport 
linkages between Town Centre and Pen Mill)  

SSDC and NDDC confirmed not a major issue requiring joint working arrangements. 
 

 Growth of Gillingham (1,700 new homes proposed - implications for 
Wincanton)  

SDDC confirmed that this would have no significant impact on Wincanton. 
 

 A303 - traffic impact of cumulative growth from 3 local authority areas 
Currently a case is being made by SCC for upgrading the A303, A30 & A358 and this 
should be the forum for joint working.  The key is creating a business case for the 
upgrading, WDDC and NDDC to support.  See link for more details:  
http://www.thisissomerset.co.uk/Survey-identify-demand-road-upgrades-A303-
A30/story-16456453-detail/story.html 
 
4. Duty to co-operate - summary of progress and ongoing consultation 

arrangements 
Need to be aware of the following: 
Progress on Neighbourhood Planning – cooperation on any arising cross boundary 
issues. 
Population projections from ONS - 16th July 2012 (District level) 
Business Register Employment Survey (BRES) - 25th September 2012 (jobs data) 
 
5. Date of next meeting 
There was general agreement that there is no need for another meeting at the moment.  DCC 
have a Memorandum of Understanding for the Duty to Co-operate in the county, might be 
something to consider. 
 
F. Meeting with Dorset County Council on 19th July 2012 

Duty to Co-operate - South Somerset District Council and Dorset County 
Council, 19th July 2012, South Somerset District Council Offices, Yeovil 

Notes 
 

Attendance:  
Paul Willis and Sue McGowan, Dorset County Council 
Andy Foyne and Jo Manley, South Somerset District Council 
 
Summary of Issues: 
1. A303 - mutual interest for both authorities, and agreed that the Somerset County 

Council led forum which is working up a case for upgrading the A303, A30 & 
A358 should be the forum for joint working.  

 
2. A30 - no substantive issues, mutual interest that congestion in Yeovil is not 

increased as a result of any further retail development at the Peel Centre, 
Babylon Hill. 

 
3. Henstridge Airfield and access to the A357 – recognition that limited growth could 

occur under Policy EP6 and that this would not be at the expense of traffic levels 
on the rural road network.  Henstridge Airfield Master plan contains the level of 
growth and presents the basis for continuing monitoring. 

 

http://www.thisissomerset.co.uk/Survey-identify-demand-road-upgrades-A303-A30/story-16456453-detail/story.html
http://www.thisissomerset.co.uk/Survey-identify-demand-road-upgrades-A303-A30/story-16456453-detail/story.html
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4. Strategic development at Gillingham and Wincanton – growth at Gillingham and 
limited further growth at Wincanton presents no major cross border issues for 
either authority.. 

 
5. A357 road corridor – no major proposals to develop further as not a strategic 

freight route.  Managing existing traffic by keeping the rurality and slowing down 
traffic.  Keep a watching brief. 

 
6. A37 and the Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) – DCC long aspiration to 

upgrade A37 (because of commercial requirements to access A3088 and A303), 
as upgrade Dorset side has not been matched by SCC.  SUE will be an 
opportunity to improvement route management mechanisms and improve the 
safe and steady flow of traffic from Dorset to the A3088 and A303.  The view of 
SSDC and SCC is that a new road, which achieves access to A3088 and A303 
(through SUE) will be a challenge to deliver and this should be explored through 
the master plan and the Yeovil Transport Strategy Review.  SSDC to invite DCC 
to attend up coming meeting on YTSR. 
 
DCC believe that environmental and capacity benefits of a new local link road 
require highlighting – northern end of A37 to Quick Silver roundabout, 
improvements for residents on West Coker Road and South Somerset residents 
in general.  
 
SSDC expect DCC to make a representation to the Local Plan consultation, 
setting out points raised and focussing on route management incorporating a new 
local link through Yeovil SUE.. 
 

7. Heart of Wessex Line – both recognise mutual gains to improve rail service 
frequency and bus links to Penn Mill, for benefit of to commuters from Dorset.  
Future joint working on this will be in the context of the priced option now 
contained in the franchised bid. 

 
Nest Steps: 

1. Meeting to be set up between SSDC, DCC and SCC to discuss SUE and 
A37. 

2. SCC to be asked to invite DCC to attend the YTSR meetings. 
3. DCC to make a representation to the Proposed Submission Local Plan.  This 

will be taken through their cabinet and will ensure Member sign off of the 
issues from their end. (if any issues raised by DCC members, a Portfolio 
Holder meeting will be required between SSDC and DCC) 

 
G. Meeting with Somerset Planning Officers and Members on 9th November 

2012 
 
Duty to cooperate meeting, 9.30am - Friday 9th November, Innovation Centre, 
Yeovil - Notes 
 
Present: Cllr. Tim Carroll, Martin Woods, Andy Foyne & Jo Manley (SSDC) 
Cllr. David Hall, Stephen Walford & Guy Robinson (SCC) 
Cllr. Keith Turner & Martin Wilsher (WSDC) 
Cllr. Nigel Woollcombe-Adams & John Meeker (MDC) 
Cllr. Mark Edwards & Roger Mitchinson (TDBC) 
Nick Tait (SDC) 
Ruth McArthur (ENP) 
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Joint evidence base work 

 AF recited a list of previous joint evidence base working that presents a clear 
record of positive past engagement, and evidence of joint working. 

 
SHMA 

 The possibilities of undertaking a new joint SHMA were raised.  It was concluded 
that there was no merit in producing a joint SHMA for a number of reasons: 

o Mendip‟s is in a different Housing Market Area and looks to West of 
England, therefore difficult to find areas of communality and not 
appropriate to undertake joint working. 

o West Somerset relates to the Northern Peninsula, and has already 
commissioned Housing Vision who undertook Torridge and North Devon‟s 
SHMA to do their update, therefore not appropriate.  Update to include 
NPPF „objectively identified need‟ and to consider and quantify the 
Hinkley effect on West Somerset. 

o Exmoor National Park also relates to the Northern Peninsula and has 
commissioned their own evidence gathering, therefore not appropriate.  
Given the special statutory purpose, looking to identify estimated need, 
rather than requirement. 

o Sedgemoor has very recently committed to reviewing their SHMA.  
Required urgently due to the potential Hinkley effect so there is a need to 
commission the work immediately and therefore due to timing and 
localised imperative, joint working is not appropriate. 

o Taunton Deane had not envisaged updating SHMA until 2014 as existing 
is fit for purpose.  Will continue dialogue with Sedgemoor because of the 
shared Housing Market Area. 

o South Somerset is looking to commence their own SHMA in latter half of 
2013 following examination.  Existing SHMA considered fit for purpose for 
Local Plan examination.   

 

 Agreed that various methodologies should be shared and that all would „observe‟ 
what others are doing and this meeting or successor would be an appropriate 
forum 

 
Action:- - Martin Wilsher and Nick Tait to distribute methodologies to group. 
 
GTAA & GTA DPD  

 Agreement that the GTAA needed updating and that it should be done at a 
countywide level using previous consultants (Loughborough University with Jo 
Richardson leading for the University).  Clear merits in using existing consultants 
who should be able to update existing GTAA relatively quickly/cheaply.  AF 
informed meeting that an early approach to Jo Richardson indicated an Easter 
2013 start would be earliest they could do and an indication of cost was not 
possible at this stage   

 Potential timing issue for Taunton Deane but would be ok if consultants could 
deliver 3 to 6 months thereafter.  Issue of competitive tender process was raised.  
It was considered that SSDC could appoint as they appointed previously under 
their rules of procurement as long as a special case could be made. 
 

Action:- AF to establish definitive start date (Easter 2013), establish length of time 
update will take and establish procurement rules to ensure that there is no 
requirement to go out to competitive tender. 
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 Less appetite for a countywide GTA DPD.  Majority of authorities have a minimal 
requirement and feel that they have a 5 year land supply.  Agreed to discuss this 
further at a subsequent meeting but potential to go individual ways on this issue 
for operational and resource issues. 
 

Action: - matter of joint GTA DPD to be brought to a future meeting. 
 
Transport matters (county wide)  

 SW (SCC) updated the meeting on progress on the Somerset, Devon and 
Wiltshire A303 economic impact assessment study priority.   Final study being 
prepared to be sighed off next week.  Then onto the Minister.  Opportunity to 
lobby for capital and revenue funding. 

 Districts have identified countywide strategic priorities for SCC to consider for 
post 2015 funding - no new money before then.  Priorities will to go into new 
body, the Local Transport Board, who will have a separate funding allocation, to 
look at priorities across the Local Enterprise Partnership area.  There will be more 
freedom than in the past, each LTB will have an allocation and will need to 
establish how to spend it.  Potentially £15-16m a year across the authorities 
comprising the LEP, in other words one major scheme per authority a year.  SW 
thanked authorities for indicating their priorities (although some hadn‟t) and 
promised to forward a recent report on the priorities to AF for distribution to the 
group. 

 
Action: - SW to forward recent priority paper to AF to circulate to the meeting 
members. 
 

 Regional Growth Fund and Growing Places - £5m threshold dropped, so smaller 
schemes enabling housing and economic development, could come through this 
pot. 

 
Strategic planning matters   

 There was general confirmation and acceptance of neighbours‟ scale and level of 
growth and that they were mutually consistent.  West Somerset and Exmoor 
National Park were in discussion over levels of growth and their location.  Mendip 
in discussion with BANES. 

 
Eco initiatives (outcome of work undertaken)  

 SSDC are awaiting confirmation of the urban extension location for Yeovil before 
applying the energy and waste reports via the future masterplan for the urban 
extension.   

 Taunton Deane in a similar position.  Their studies have confirmed that District 
Heating schemes not viable for them.  

 
Somerset Moors and Levels  

 All Councils happy with the outcomes of the Econet project.  Taunton Deane and 
Sedgemoor have SPD‟s on biodiversity based on Larry Burrows work at County 
and SSDC are looking to incorporate into their emerging Green Infrastructure 
Strategy.  General support  

 Larry Burrows (SCC) looking to pursue further SPD work on back of the Econet 
project which will require consideration and co-ordination.  Should this be a 
County wide SPD or will it be picked up separately by Councils.  This to be a 
matter for a future meeting - is there any merit in going beyond the Econet? 

 
Action: - matter of a County wide Biodiversity SPD to be brought to a future meeting. 
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Hinkley Point  

 DH (SCC) indicated that currently considerable work ongoing on the section 106 
agreement funds and their distribution.  Others wondered how to access such 
funds. 

 General concern on labour and skill impacts and need to ensure through tertiary 
education sector amongst others that skill shortages for Hinckley and general 
labour market do not occur. 

 DH indicated their intention to set up a Hinckley Point Strategic Delivery Forum 
and there was general support for this and the SCC intention to involve the other 
Councils of Somerset within it.  

 
Action: - SW to inform his colleagues and other Councils to be involved in Strategic 
Delivery Forum once inaugurated. 
 
Housing Strategy  

 Co-ordination of housing strategy being proceeded by Somerset Strategic 
Housing Partnership and this needs to be co-ordinated with Councils‟ SHMAs 
and other documents.    

 
Action:-  AF to inform Somerset Strategic Housing Partnership of imminent SHMA 
programmes and to seek in return programme of Housing Strategy for further 
consideration. 
 
AOB 

 There was agreement that the meeting had been useful and that further meetings 
should proceed on Duty to Co-operate matters on a 6 monthly basis (or ad hoc if 
an issue arose).  It was agreed that SSDC should act as secretariat for the 1st 
year and convene a second meeting and then the secretarial duties would pass 
to another Council.   

 

 There was some discussion about make up of the meeting.  General agreement 
that it should be portfolio holder and Key officer and the same Councils (and 
ENP) as were at the meeting.  There was also discussion that it should be 
widened to include strategically important stakeholders such as Environment 
Agency.  On the one hand this was all inclusive but on other the Council‟s power 
to act and commonality of interests would be weakened.  After a discussion on 
this no agreement was reached and it was left to SSDC to investigate out of the 
meeting with others to gain their individual views 

 
Action: - AF to explore wider membership of next meeting with each organisation. 
 
Finally there was a round up of Councils‟ Plans progress for information: 

 SSDC - hope to submit Local Plan by Christmas with examination in April.  
Consultation on a preliminary draft charging schedule, and are looking to go out 
in engage with consultants to provide further supporting information to justify the 
assumptions currently being made.  Consultation on draft charging schedule is 
anticipated summer 2103, examination in the autumn and adoption of CIL Rate 
early in 2014, before the cut off in April 2014. 
 

 SDC - Local Plan adopted.  Consultation on a preliminary draft charging schedule 
has taken place, working on adoption late summer 2013. 
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 SCC - Waste main modifications consultation current.  Minerals at Preferred 
Options stage 

 

 WSDC - Supplementary round of Preferred Options consultation on Local Plan 
due in March 2013, to take account of „new‟ provisions arising from the 
publication of the NPPF (which appeared just after the start of the original 
Preferred Strategy consultation exercise) and the update to the SHMA. 

 

 ENP - Preferred Options consultation April 2013.  Adoption anticipated June 
2014. 

 

 TDBC - Core Strategy adopted.  Work commenced on an allocations DPD.   
 

 MDC - Pre submission draft Local Plan consultation December 2012, 
Examination Summer 2013, Adoption later in 2013. CIL to follow adoption of 
Local Plan (Autumn 2013).  Work has already commenced - IDP and updated 
viability work completed for affordable housing policies and some testing of CIL 
levels. 

 
 

 
 



 

38 

 

Appendix 3 - Co-operation with Prescribed Bodies  
This is not an exhaustive list, but demonstrates the way in which South Somerset District Council has fulfilled the duty to co-operate in relation 
to strategic planning matters with prescribed bodies. 
 
Environment Agency  

Strategic Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 
Local Plan 

Flooding and water management, including 
surface water run off.   
 
Conservation of biodiversity. 
 
 
 

Consultation on all stages of the Local Plan 
including the Scoping Report for the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 
 
Joint working, for example SSDC membership 
on steering group for the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (SFRA).  This included meetings 
and providing comments on drafts of the 
SFRA. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

Setting the scope for the SA. 
 
Actively involved in the SFRA, a key piece of 
evidence that informed the policies and 
proposals in the Local Plan, for example 
directions of growth and Policy EQ1. 
 
Influence over policies such as - EQ5: Green 
Infrastructure.  

 
English Heritage 

Strategic Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 
Local Plan 

Conservation of the historic environment, 
including Heritage Assets of the District. 
 
 
 
 

Consultation on all stages of the Local Plan 
including the Scoping Report for the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 
 
Specific meeting initiated through consultation 
response on the Local Plan regarding the 
potential impacts of the proposed Yeovil 
urban extension on the Roman Villa at 
Dunnocks Lane – objection against 
soundness of Local Plan. 

Setting the scope for the SA. 
 
Consultation responses taken into account in 
amending/reviewing the Local Plan. Changes 
to policy EQ3 and supporting text agreed and 
implemented. 
 
SSDC, Somerset County Council and EH 
have agreed that additional evidence base 
work is required to establish the setting of the 
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Emails, letters & telephone. 

Roman Villa, and that this will be used to 
inform Master Planning once the plan is 
adopted. Still outstanding issues to resolve – 
see Appendix 3b. 

 
Natural England 

Strategic Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 
Local Plan 

Conservation of biodiversity. 
 
Protection of Somerset Levels and Moors 
 

Consultation on all stages of the Local Plan 
including the Scoping Report for the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 
 
Somerset-wide jointly commissioned report 
“Appropriate Assessment for Somerset 
Authorities Core Strategies” (2009) involving 
consultation with Natural England and the 
Environment Agency, using Natural England 
criteria, to support the Somerset Levels and 
Moors SPA to ensure no adverse impact on 
the integrity of the Levels and Moors as a 
result of the combined authorities‟ scale of 
growth. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

Setting the scope for the SA. 
 
Consultation responses taken into account in 
amending/reviewing the Local Plan, for 
example, the recommended changes from the 
Appropriate Assessment are incorporated into 
the Local Plan policies such as Policy EQ2: 
Design - amended to ensure that 
development does not affect the integrity of 
local, national and international wildlife sites. 

 
Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) 

Strategic Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 
Local Plan 

The operational airfields in the District are 
RNAS Yeovilton (military), Henstridge 
(private) RNAS Merryfield (military) and 
Westlands airfield (private).  There is a policy 

Consulted on the Local Plan - no comments 
received. 
 

No need for change. 
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to protect the Westlands airfield flight safety 
zone.    
 
The CAA act as an independent aviation 
regulator and provider of air traffic services.  
 
No strategic issues of common concern 
identified. 

 
Homes and Communities Agency  

Strategic Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 
Local Plan 

Funding for largely affordable housing. 
 
No strategic issues of common concern 
identified. 

Consulted on the Local Plan - no comments 
received. 
 
HCA were however involved in the CEDA 
project and its initial funding.   

Evidence base to support the strategic growth 
of Chard. 

 
Primary Care Trusts 

Strategic Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 
Local Plan 

Strategic health infrastructure 
 
 

Consulted on the Local Plan and 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
 
Meetings, emails, letters & telephone. 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan has informed the 

Local Plan‟s growth proposals. 
 
 

 
Office of Rail Regulation  

Strategic Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 
Local Plan 

A key responsibility of the Office of Rail 
Regulation is to ensure that network rail 
manages the network efficiently.   

Consulted on the Local Plan - no comments 
received. 
 

No direct influence. 
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Whilst there has been no two-way 
correspondence with the Office of Rail 
Regulation, Network Rail and the local train 
operating companies, South West Trains, 
First Great Western, Rail Freight and DB 
Schenker have been consulted in greater 
detail. 

Emails with local train operating companies. 
 

 
Highway Authority (see above under Somerset County Council)  
 
Highways Agency 

Strategic Issues  Method of Co-operation Outcomes and Impact on South Somerset 
Local Plan 

Transport Consulted on all stages on the Local Plan and 
the IDP 
 
A30/A303/A358 Improvement project –is an 
example of a joint working group with the HA, 
to secure the long standing aspiration to 
improve connectivity on strategic routes from 
Whiltshire to Cornwall.  Improvements sought 
in relation to journey time, safety and 
consistency/reliability and to unlock wider 
economic benefits.  
 

Identified highways improvements should 
drive forward development in the District and 
deliver the Local Plan‟s vision for economic 
growth. Confirmed preference for Yeovil‟s 
Urban extension to south and West of Yeovil. 
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Appendix 3a - Summary of Prescribed Bodies Representations to the Proposed Submission Local Plan 
and Officer Recommendations 
The following prescribed bodies made no formal representations to the Local Plan: 

 Civil Aviation Authority 

 Homes and Communities Agency 

 Office of Rail Regulation 
 

Prescribed Body  Summary of Representation Officer Recommendation 

Environment Agency 
 Environmental Quality policies relate only 

to air quality and are not sufficiently 
developed to include water quality – 
recommend new water quality policy. 

 Environmental Quality policies also neglect 
to include Somerset‟s Waste Plan and how 
this impacts on development in South 
Somerset. 

Both of these comments have been taken on-
board and their recommended changes 
included in the amended plan. 

English Heritage 
 Environmental Quality policies fail to 

address South Somerset‟s Heritage Assets 
at risk. 

 Strategic Objectives and Vision fails to 
include reference to South Somerset‟s 
cultural and heritage assets. 

 Yeovil policies should include safeguards to 
assess potential impacts on historic 
character of area, in particular more 
evidence is needed to assess the impacts 

Policies implicated by comments have been 
reworded and amended to include a more 
explicit reference to Heritage and Cultural 
Assets and measures to preserve them. 
 
Additional references to historic environment 
in introductions to related policies. 
 
Additional evidence base work to establish 
the setting of the Roman Villa. Meeting held 
on 24th October and further meeting to be held 
prior to Full Council consideration of schedule 
of minor amendments to seek to resolve 
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on the proposed urban extension on the 
Roman Villa at Dunnocks Lane – objections 
against soundness of Local Plan. 

outstanding issues. 

Natural England 
 Environmental Quality policies require 

additional wording to emphasise urban-
scale green-infrastructure provision. 

 Rewording of policy on Langport/Huish 
Episcopi Direction of Growth to ensure 
development will only proceed if habitat 
protection can be guaranteed. 

Rewording and additional wording to amend 
affected policies according to wishes with 
employment development being identified for 
the more sensitive locations nearer to West 
Moor SSSI. 

Primary Care Trusts 
 Infrastructure Delivery must include health 

infrastructure – imperative that Health and 
Wellbeing policies expanded to include 
this.  

 Health Impact Assessment to be 
undertaken for new developments. 

Comments taken on-board; all infrastructure 
provision should be outlined in the 
Infrastructure Plan and this itself is subject on-
going review. 
 
Impact Assessments will be included in future 
master plans for new developments where 
appropriate. 

Highway Authority (see above under Somerset County Council) 

Highways Agency 
 Yeovil Vision supported. Improvements 

required at the Cartgate Roundabout can 
be achieved through joint working with 
councils on the Area Action Plan. 

Agreed.  Cartgate Roundabout improvements 
now in receipt of funding from the Department 
for Transport. 
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Appendix 3b – Dates of Duty to Co-operate Meetings with 
Prescribed Bodies and Notes  
 

Authority Date of Meeting Key Points of Discussion 

English Heritage 24/10/2012 Yeovil Sustainable Urban 
Extension 

 

Meeting with English Heritage on 24th October 2012 (blue indicates English 

Heritage‟s track changes version of the meeting notes) 
 

South Somerset‟s Proposed Submission Plan – discussing issues raised by 

English Heritage 

 

Wednesday 24 October 2012, 10am – 12 noon, Corporate Meeting Room,  

Brympton Way, Yeovil 

 

Meeting Notes 

 

1. Introductions 

Attendees: Caroline Power (CP), English Heritage; Robert Archer (RA), 

SSDC; Adron Duckworth (AD), SSDC; Steve Membery (SM) Somerset 

County Council Archaeologist; Andy Foyne (AF), SSDC; Keith Lane (KL), 

SSDC. 

 

2. Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension 

CP: the Local Plan does not include sufficient consideration of the various 

historic assets in the location identified for the urban extension and its vicinity. 

Action AF: additional text to be added to paras 5.46-48 of the plan as a 

minor change to highlight areas that have particular historic significance. 

 

AF/RA: Yeovil Historic Environment Assessment (HEA) is considered 

sufficient to determine the broad location of the urban extension, in advance 

of the forthcoming masterplan which will consider the various historic assets 

in greater detail.  CP reassured to see the evidence in the final version of 

HEA.  Unfortunately, EH had not received a copy before the meeting. 

 

Action CP: Confirm English Heritage to reconsider their position in the light of 

acceptance in principle that the HEA subject to an assessment of significance 

and the study‟s findings in respect of establishes that the Roman Villas and 

how they can be suitably protected within an urban extension.   

 

Action SM: commence additional work on the setting of the Roman Villa‟s in 

the vicinity of the urban extension (Dunnock‟s Lane and Chessels) in 

November together with a nominated English Heritage Inspector,* with a view 

to informing the examination and subsequent masterplan of how the Roman 

Villa‟s setting can be protected within the urban extension. 
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Action CP: Reconsider comment on „multi-site‟/north west option following a 

reconsideration of the HEA.  In particular withdraw reconsider stance on 

support for a „multi-site‟ approach to development in the context that of the 

HEA, bearing in mind that the HEA identifies archaeological sites that would 

be affected by a multi-site approach. 

 

3. Policy EQ3: Historic Environment 

CP pleased to see the addition of a policy specifically on the historic 

environment.  The rewording suggested in CP‟s comments on the plan is a 

possible example as would like more in depth analysis in the policy.  CP 

expressed content to the Council‟s intention to address heritage matters in 

much more detail through a Heritage Strategy. 

 

Action AD: proposed rewording of para 12.40 and Policy EQ3 as follows:  

“The Council will develop a positive strategy for the conservation and 

enjoyment of the historic environment that will include: 

 Guidance and advice for owners and developers in relation to the 

conservation of the historic environment, nationally and locally 

designated assets including archaeological sites. 

 The council‟s approach to identifying and managing heritage assets at 

risk through neglect, decay or other threats, and to their conservation 

and return to sustainable use where appropriate.   

 A programme for the review of existing Conservation Area boundaries, the 

preparation of Conservation Area Assessments and Management Plans 

and making new designations.  

 Encouragement for the development of local skills, crafts and the 

production of local materials relevant to the historic environment. 

 Measures to identify locally significant historic assets including buildings, 

parks and gardens and archaeological features and the preparation of a 

district-wide list of such assets. 

 Detailed advice for developers preparing proposals that may have an 

impact upon any aspect of the historic environment about conservation, 

good design and positive enhancement of the assets and their settings. 

 Opportunities to improve historic townscapes, landscapes and the public 

realm.” 

 Support for communities to identify locally significant historic buildings and 

in their preparation of Neighbourhood Plans.  English Heritage considers 

this bullet point is important and note that it has been deleted form the 

above list. Is there a reason for this? 

 

 Produce a District-wide Heritage Strategy   
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Add the following para to Policy EQ3 (at the beginning): 

“Heritage assets will be conserved and where appropriate enhanced for their 

historic significance and important contribution to local distinctiveness, 

character and sense of place.  Their potential to contribute towards the 

economy, tourism, education and local identity will be exploited”.  We are 

pleased to see a more comprehensive statement for this policy.  Are the bullet 

points within Policy EQ3 to be retained? 

 

Action AF: Add the intention to produce a Heritage Strategy and include in 

the Local Development Scheme to para 12.40 of the Plan. Where is the bullet 

point for this item? 

 

Action AF: Add reference to the single battlefield in the District (para 12.38). 

 

Action AF: Amend indicator under Policy EQ3 to “avoidance of development 

that will impact on heritage areas on the national list.”  Add reference to the 

production of a Heritage Strategy to the monitoring indicators. 

 

4. Other issues 

Action AF: Add reference to the historic environment to strategic objective 9 

consistent with CP‟s recommended change. 

 

Action AF: Add reference to the historic environment to the Vision in para 2: 

“There will be continued protection of distinctive historic, urban and rural 

environments.” 

 

CP concerned that the Local Plan lacks historic environment evidence for the 

other main settlements, particularly given the historic importance of these.  

RA explained that peripheral landscape studies did consider historic 

environment issues.  KL highlighted the spatial portraits for the main 

settlements include detail on historic environment.  AF explained that 

Sustainability Appraisal of growth options did consider the historic 

environment, and that the forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan 

Document will consider the impact of development upon the historic 

environment in further detail. 

 

CP/SM state that the Scheduled Ancient Monument at Ilchester is not as 

extensive as indicated on the Local Plan inset map. 

Action AF: amend the extent of the Scheduled Ancient Monument on the 

Ilchester inset map. 

 

Nb. All of the amendments identified above will be included as „minor 

changes‟ to the Local Plan when it is submitted to the Secretary of State. 

 

Action CP: It was agreed that upon circulation and acceptance of these 

notes by English Heritage, CP would formally write back to AF and confirm 

that EH will consider withdrawing their earlier concerns about the soundness 
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of the Plan expressed in their representations on the Proposed Submission 

Local Plan and in particular those expressed in relation to: 

 The adverse impact of Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension on the 

settings of the Roman Villas subject to an EH Inspector‟s assessment 

of the HEA findings*; 

 Multi-site approach to development being favoured; 

 Level of detail in Policy EQ3: Historic Environment. 

 

5. AOB 

None raised. 

 

* Please contact Hugh Beamish, Inspector for Scheduled Monuments on  

 
Copies of emails between SSDC and English Heritage demonstrating 
discussion and co-operation to discuss matters relating to the Yeovil 
SUE 
 
From: POWER, Caroline  
Sent: 10 January 2013 10:53 
To: Andy Foyne 
Cc: Martin Woods; Adron Duckworth; Steven Membery 
Subject: RE: South Somerset Local plan and location of the Yeovil Urban extension 
 
Dear Andy, 
  
Many thanks for keeping me updated on this matter.  I am grateful for your full 
account of the decision- although it is of no surprise!! It is reassuring that the 
Dunnocks Lane villa site will be left relatively untouched by development. 
  
I do not intend to attend the Council meeting although your email doesn't give a 
date.  I will of course be interested when the Programme Officer is appointed and will 
be in touch over the EIP arrangements. 
  
Regards  
  
Caroline Power | Historic Environment Adviser 
English Heritage  

 
From: Andy Foyne  
Sent: 10 January 2013 09:44 
To: POWER, Caroline 
Cc: Martin Woods; Adron Duckworth; Steven Membery 
Subject: South Somerset Local plan and location of the Yeovil Urban extension 

Caroline – I have just tried to ring you to have a chat out of courtesy and for your 
information to let you know that the Project Management Board of this Authority have 
reconsidered EH‟s formal view re the above in your letter of 6th Dec and addressed 
all the key points and in the end decided to retain the urban extension in its current 
location whilst taking on board the need through master planning to keep 
development well away from the Dunnock‟s lane villa site. 
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In doing this, advice was taken from Steve Membery and from our in house experts 
and the recommendation was informed by the further work that Steve Membery has 
undertaken and which I understand you are aware and the wider balance of all 
factors impacting on the decision to locate the urban extension. 
 
The Council report is now available on our web site both as part of the Project 
Management Board meeting 23 papers and the Full Council agenda papers where 
you will see how we have addressed EH‟s points 
 
Should you wish to attend the Council meeting you are of course welcome and I 
would be grateful if you would inform me in advance by way of preparation.   
 
Thank you for you and your organisations engagement on this issue and it is with 
regret that I  and the Board concluded that we cannot reach agreement on this key 
issue re the Yeovil Urban Extension.  Should Full Council endorse the Board‟s view 
the examination no doubt beckons! 
 
Andy Foyne 
Spatial Policy Manager 
South Somerset District Council 
 

 
From: POWER, Caroline  
Sent: 06 December 2012 17:47 
To: Andy Foyne 
Cc: Adron Duckworth; BEAMISH, Hugh; 'Steven Membery' 
Subject: Local Plan Yeovil urb ext issue dec2012 Final 
 
Dear Andy, 
  
Please find attached our response to you as promised.   
  
I am afraid it is not wholly in line with what you wished for but it is not easy for us to 
see it will be possible to overcome the many issues of potential harm arising from the 
identification of the site off the A37.  It remains the single issue of difference between 
us.  
  
Regards 
Caroline Power- Historic Environment Adviser. 

 
Attached Letter overleaf: 
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SOUTH WEST 
 
 

Planning Policy Manager 
Planning Policy Team 
Council Offices 
Brympton Way 
Yeovil 
Somerset 
BA20 2HT 
 

Our ref: 
Your ref: 
Telephone 
Email: 
 
 
Date 

 
 
0117 975 0667 
caroline.power@english-
heritage.org.uk 
 
6 December 2012 

 
Dear Mr Foyne, 
South Somerset Proposed Submission Local Plan 
English Heritage‟s Response to Outstanding Matters relating to Assessment 
work regarding the proposed urban extension in Yeovil.  
  
Thanks you for giving English Heritage the opportunity to reassess some of the 
issues raised in our previous correspondence to you on the above Local Plan 
document.  As a key stakeholder we welcome the opportunity to negotiate revisions 
to submission documents before they get to the EIP stage as we believe this is 
helpful to Planning Inspectors. 
 
Following a meeting between various South Somerset DC Officers, Steve Membery 
from Somerset County Council and myself it was agreed that the following issues 
raised in our previous correspondence regarding the Submission Local Plan would 
be reassessed; 

 The proposed location for the Yeovil urban extension. 

 The issue of looking at more then one site around the Yeovil periphery. 

 The wording and substance of Policy ENQ3. 
 
In addition, it should be noted that at this meeting a number of minor changes were 
also agreed to the text for the Objectives and Vision of the Submission Document to 
ensure its compliance with the NPPF.  Keith Lane set out these changes in the note 
of the meeting, subject to some amendments made by English Heritage. For ease of 
clarification these amendments are set out below and should be confirmed by South 
Somerset DC.  

 Add reference to the historic environment to Strategic Objective 9 consistent with 
English Heritage’s recommended change- letter of August 2012. 

 Add reference to the historic environment to the Vision in Para 2: “There will be 
continued protection of distinctive historic, urban and rural environments.” 

 Additional text to be added to Paras 5.46-48 of the plan as a minor change to 
highlight areas that have particular historic significance. 

mailto:caroline.power@english-heritage.org.uk
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 Additional reference should be made to the Historic Environment Assessment for 
Yeovil Periphery by CBA as this report is integral to the decision making on the 
proposed urban extension and fundamental to the SEA evidence-base. 

 
The proposed location for the Yeovil urban extension.   
This issue relates to the site identified for the urban extension known as Area C. 
This area is characterised by having a number of designated and non-designated 
heritage assets within it or adjacent to it.  These were assessed through the Chris 
Blandford Historic Environment Assessment of Yeovil Periphery - July 2010, (HEA).  
In one particular case the proposed development area would incorporate one 
scheduled monument recorded as a Roman villa, to the north of Dunnock‟s Lane.  
This site, although not visually apparent currently, does appear to have a close 
relationship through old lanes and field boundaries to the Roman Road- now the A37 
to the east of this site.  
 
Another Roman villa at Chessels Lane, to the west of East Coker, also appears to 
have a potential relationship to the Roman Road. This all lends weight to the 
importance that needs to be attached to the historic landscape character of this 
particular area.   
 
Consequently, both these monuments are regarded by English Heritage as being at 
potential risk from substantial harm to their settings caused by the proposed urban 
extension 
 

 Roman villa N of Dunnock's Lane (ref.1003029) 
As we previously stated this villa clearly contributes to the areas identity, its 
local distinctiveness and is an important part of the area‟s cultural heritage – 
its history. This is reinforced by the network of Roman roads most notably the 
A37 that would have connected this villa to other major Roman sites in the 
locality.  The recent assessment of this site by English Heritage is quoted 
below in Italics; 

 
The Scheduled Monument (SM) lies on the west side of a re-entrant or 
side valley running south down to Coker Moor. Views out from the SM 
are constrained by the topography and historic landscape features. To 
the west is a lane edged by sparse hedgerow features and to the north 
are various field and property boundaries which offer some screening. 
There is a PROW defining the southern edge of the SM, composed of a 
green lane edged on both sides by substantial hedgerows. The lane 
becomes sunken as it drops east into the re-entrant. The base of the re-
entrant to the east of the SM is fairly densely wooded, partly screening 
the SM from the lower slope of the re-entrant as it rises to an arable field 
to the east. The SM appears to be in pasture, although it has clearly 
been ploughed in the past. 

  
Views out from the SM are therefore constrained by the topography and by 
adjacent hedges and boundaries. 

 

 Chessels Roman villa (ref.1006186) 
This SM lies on a gentle south-facing slope with long distance views 
south and south-east to the chalk downland of North Dorset. It is 
defined to the west by the course of the A30, and to the north, east and 
south by sunken lanes. The lanes are topped by hedgerows in some 
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areas, which do offer some screening but this would only be to very 
limited portions of the site. The SM is in arable cultivation. 

  
Summary 
Based on the information I have accessed, together with the results of the site 
visit, I believe that the former site (Dunnock's Lane) would be less likely to 
suffer significant impacts to its setting from development in the surrounding 
area. I note that there also appear to be some opportunities to enhance the 
immediate setting of the monument and some possible gains through placing 
interpretation and encouraging community involvement in the management of 
the SM. 

 
Whilst English Heritage recognise that there is scope for some development in this 
area, it would need to be subject to a large area being drawn around the villa site at 
Dunnock‟s Lane to safeguard it‟s setting. Consequently, the HEA‟s defined setting for 
the monument should be the starting point for a more intensive and robust 
assessment of this area prior to any master planning being undertaken for an urban 
extension. This also applies to all designated and non-designated heritage assets 
within and on the periphery of the identified area.  We are cautious about the 
appropriateness of allocating the size of the development proposed to this particular 
area without jeopardising its special character and its historic integrity. 
 
We would also wish to see whether a Conservation Management Plan can be 
produced to ensure this monument‟s long-term maintenance and positive 
management.  
 
Conversely, English Heritage are unable to see any scope for a development close to 
the Chessels Villa site as it is likely to harm it‟s setting.  We are, therefore, unable to 
support any proposal for a large urban extension or more conventional housing 
development in the vicinity of this monument. 
 
 Historic Environment Assessment of Yeovil Periphery (HEA) 
Although the HEA takes account of settings for heritage assets, this document was 
produced before the latest Guidance on Heritage Settings by English Heritage and 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) were published.  It is, therefore, 
important to ensure that this study is “fit for purpose” and should be updated to take 
account of these two significant guidance documents as recommended in the NPPF 
under Paras 158 and 169.   We, therefore, recommend that the consultants are 
invited to provide an appendix to this study to indicate how it complies with the 
NPPF and the EH guidance on settings.   
 
In addition, as noted in the HEA report, there is considerable potential for unknown 
archaeology- particularly we would argue in the context of the two Roman Villas and 
a Roman Road.  Consequently, we would wish to see an archaeological statement in 
place as part of the Submission Document that will outline the requirement for 
archaeological assessment of development proposals and the types of mitigation 
required for the proposed location of the urban extension.  
 
This should also contain a framework on the historic landscape characteristics and 
features of this area that should directly inform future master planning. For example 
the physical characteristics of lanes and field boundaries close to the known 
monuments that may have significant Roman associations.  Equally, there may be 
important medieval landscape characteristics associated with the various settlements 
and building complexes that lie close by. 
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The issue of looking at more then one site around the Yeovil 
periphery 
We understand that in developing the plan, a „multi-site‟ option for the Yeovil urban 
extension was considered and subject to Sustainability Appraisal, as well as other 
potential „single‟ locations around the edge of Yeovil. The SA report discusses a 
multi-site option incorporating locations to the north west, north east, east, and south 
and west, concluding that: “this option does not offer the „economies of scale‟ 
associated with a single urban extension so would no longer be able to generate the 
need to support the range of community facilities and services that would create a 
more „sustainable‟ community, compared to having the development in a single 
location”  
 
However, it also recognises that there will be negative environmental impacts 
associated with this approach but concludes that cumulatively this could be most 
harmful to the landscape, not the historic environment.  Consequently, we would 
argue that there is still scope for more than one site to be identified for development 
by careful selection in terms of limiting the harm to the historic environment.  Indeed, 
as the SA was produced prior to the HEA, it has clearly not been informed by this 
report.   
 
We are, therefore, still minded to support the view that a mullti -site development 
approach should provide better mitigation to the historic environment than a single 
site option.  We, therefore, maintain our concern that too much weight is being 
placed on a single site approach to the potential detriment of the historic environment 
of that area. 
 
The wording and substance of Policy ENQ3 
You will already be aware that English Heritage has indicated that the new changes 
to this Policy and its sub text are welcomed.  For ease of clarification I repeat the 
agreed changes and wording; 
 

Policy EQ3 The Council will develop a positive strategy for the conservation and 

enjoyment of the historic environment that will include: 

 Guidance and advice for owners and developers in relation to the 
conservation of the historic environment, nationally and locally 
designated assets including archaeological sites. 

 The council‟s approach to identifying and managing heritage assets at 
risk through neglect, decay or other threats, and to their conservation 
and return to sustainable use where appropriate.   

 A programme for the review of existing Conservation Area boundaries, the 
preparation of Conservation Area Assessments and Management Plans 
and making new designations.  

 Encouragement for the development of local skills, crafts and the 
production of local materials relevant to the historic environment. 

 Measures to identify locally significant historic assets including buildings, 
parks and gardens and archaeological features and the preparation of a 
district-wide list of such assets. 

 Detailed advice for developers preparing proposals that may have an 
impact upon any aspect of the historic environment about conservation, 
good design and positive enhancement of the assets and their settings. 
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 Opportunities to improve historic townscapes, landscapes and the public 
realm.” 

 

 Support for communities to identify locally significant historic buildings and 
in their preparation of Neighbourhood Plans. 

 

 Add the following paragraph to Policy EQ3 (at the beginning):“Heritage assets will be 
conserved and where appropriate enhanced for their historic significance and 
important contribution to local distinctiveness, character and sense of place.  Their 
potential to contribute towards the economy, tourism, education and local identity 
will be exploited”. 

 Add the intention to produce a Heritage Strategy and include in the Local 
Development Scheme to para 12.40 of the Plan.  

 Add reference to the single battlefield in the District (para 12.38). 

 Amend indicator under Policy EQ3 to “avoidance of development that will impact on 
heritage areas on the national list.”  Add reference to the production of a Heritage 
Strategy to the monitoring indicators. 

To conclude English Heritage needs to be confident that all the amendments (as noted 
above) to the Submission Document are in place.  In addition, that the HEA is updated and 
complies with the latest national guidance on the historic environment and that other 
designated and non-designated heritage assets and their settings in this area are adequately 
assessed under the terms set down in NPPF Para 129.  It will be vital that any master 
planning proposed should have a robust framework for the historic environment as a basis 
for informing future development in the Yeovil periphery accompanied with equally robust 
mitigation where appropriate.   
We still maintain the view that a single large urban extension is not necessarily the best 
approach to take in these circumstances given the high sensitivity of the historic 
environment around Yeovil.  We are aware that you are not likely to alter your views on this 
matter and we therefore have no alternative but to maintain our objection to this element 
of the Local Plan. 

Finally, we would wish to thank you and your colleagues for providing the time and 
consideration to the issue of the Historic Environment.  We await your confirmation of 
the amendments to the Submission Local Plan. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
 
Caroline Power 
Historic Environment Adviser- Bristol, Gloucestershire and Somerset. 
Cc Hugh Beamish - Inspector Scheduled Monuments, 
Adron Duckworth - Conservation Officer. 
Steve Membery - Somerset County Council. 
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From: POWER, Caroline  
Sent: 28 November 2012 11:11 
To: Keith Lane; Andy Foyne; Steven Membery; Adron Duckworth; Robert Archer; 
BEAMISH, Hugh 
Subject: RE: South Somerset Local Plan 
 
Dear Keith , 
  
Many thanks for these points of clarification. I shall try a get back to you, subject to 
Hugh's views on the setting issues regarding the Scheduled Monuments, before 
midday on the 4/12. 
  
Regards 
Caroline Power 
Historic Environment Adviser- English Heritage 
  

 
From: Keith Lane  
Sent: 27 November 2012 17:46 
To: POWER, Caroline; Andy Foyne; Steven Membery; Adron Duckworth; Robert 
Archer; BEAMISH, Hugh 
Subject: RE: Meeting to discuss historic environment issues in emerging South 
Somerset Local Plan 

Caroline, I have provided a response to your 3 bullet points in turn below: 
  

·        The size of the location identified for the urban extension is around 138 ha.  

Initial calculations indicate that around 133 ha of land would be required to 

accommodate an urban extension of 2,500 dwellings plus associated 

employment land, community facilities, open space etc.  Included in this 

calculation is 40% of land being open space, plus 25% of the area of 

housing/employment built form being strategic landscaping.  As you are 

probably aware, initial draft master planning was undertaken to ensure the 

proposed scale of development would be appropriate for the location 

identified, which included consideration of designated heritage assets and 

their settings.  Therefore, we are content that there would be sufficient land to 

safeguard the settings of designated heritage assets in the proposed 

location.  In terms of „alternative solutions‟ the following bullet point outlines 

how other sites have been considered. 

  

·        In developing the plan, a „multi-site‟ option for the Yeovil sustainable urban 

extension was considered and subject to Sustainability Appraisal, as well as other 

potential „single‟ locations around the edge of Yeovil.  The SA report discusses a 

multi-site option incorporating locations to the north west, north east, east, and 

south and west, concluding that: “this option does not offer the „economies of 

scale‟ associated with a single urban extension so would no longer be able to 

generate the need to support the range of community facilities and services that 

would create a more „sustainable‟ community, compared to having the 

development in a single location.  This is likely to increase the propensity to 

travel, and also offer less opportunity to use decentralised and low carbon energy 

such as Combined Heat and Power.  Employment allocations could no longer be 
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contained on one site and would instead need to be split between several sites. 

The negative environmental effects within each option remain, such as areas of 

high historic and landscape value to the north west, and the presence of best and 

most versatile agricultural land around the majority of the edge of Yeovil.  The 

cumulative landscape effects of development on several locations around the 

edge of Yeovil are likely to be greater under this option.”  (see SA report para 

5.5.13 and Appendix 5):  http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-

control/planning-policy/local-plan-2006-2028/proposed-submission-south-

somerset-local-plan-2006-%E2%80%93-2028/    

Here is a brief summary as to why sites A, B and D in the Historic Environment 
Assessment are not proposed:  
-        Site A: adverse landscape impact as evidenced in the Peripheral 

Landscape Study  http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-

control/planning-policy/evidence-base/district-wide-documents/peripheral-

landscape-studies/ ; steep topography, greater impact on road network and 

less potential to promote sustainable travel. 

-        Site B: lack of evidence that the site can be delivered, flood risk, adverse 

landscape impact. 

-        Site D: detached from Yeovil urban edge (would in effect be an extension to 

the village of West Coker rather than Yeovil), likely to encourage need to 

travel due to distance from services/facilities and town centre, adverse 

landscape impact.  

  
In terms of delivery, there is evidence in the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA) and Local Plan reps that the scale of development in the 
proposed location to the south and west is deliverable. Site A includes some 
SHLAA land but not of a sufficient scale to deliver the proposal, and Site D 
contains sufficient land in the SHLAA for the plan period, but not the 2,500 
dwellings total, but would not be appropriate for the reasons set out above.  Site 
B is located in West Dorset and their SHLAA does not indicate sufficient land is 
deliverable.  In addition, the Highways Agency supports the proposed location on 
transport reasons due to being further from A303, and better related to existing 
facilities offering best potential to use sustainable travel. 

  
·        Steven Membery is currently preparing an archaeological statement that will 

outline the requirement for archaeological assessment of development proposals 

and the types of mitigation required for the proposed location of the urban 

extension.  Further detail will be provided in the forthcoming master plan, and of 

course any planning application will need to comply with the NPPF that requires 

developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where 

necessary, a field evaluation (para 128, NPPF). 

  
I hope that helps provide clarification. 
  
Kind regards 
Keith 
  
Keith Lane, Policy Planner, South Somerset District Council 

http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/local-plan-2006-2028/proposed-submission-south-somerset-local-plan-2006-%E2%80%93-2028/
http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/local-plan-2006-2028/proposed-submission-south-somerset-local-plan-2006-%E2%80%93-2028/
http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/local-plan-2006-2028/proposed-submission-south-somerset-local-plan-2006-%E2%80%93-2028/
http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/evidence-base/district-wide-documents/peripheral-landscape-studies/
http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/evidence-base/district-wide-documents/peripheral-landscape-studies/
http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/evidence-base/district-wide-documents/peripheral-landscape-studies/
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From: POWER, Caroline  
Sent: 22 November 2012 14:02 
To: Keith Lane; Andy Foyne; Steven Membery; Adron Duckworth; Robert Archer; 
BEAMISH, Hugh 
Subject: RE: Meeting to discuss historic environment issues in emerging South 
Somerset Local Plan 
 
Dear Andy and Keith, 
  
It was most unfortunate that we had to cancel today's site visit and meeting. As 
agreed a new date is being fixed for Steve and Hugh to meet in Yeovil.   I hope that 
this will be next week but it is yet to be confirmed.  It is unlikely that I will be 
attending. 
  
As you were aware I was to be absent from work from 23/11 for about 2 weeks. This 
has however all changed due to postponing my operation date- only discovered late 
yesterday!   So I will be around to sort this out subject to Hugh's availability/ability to 
get on site to consider the issue around the significance and setting to the two 
Scheduled Monuments.  Clearly, I will need time to discuss his views before coming 
back to you but I am hopeful that this will be achieved before 13/12.  
  
In order to assist meeting your timescales I would be grateful if the following points 
could be clarified concerning the proposed expansion to Yeovil; 

 The issue around settings is not simply for the Scheduled Monuments but for 
other designated heritage assets in close proximity to the preferred site. 
Consequently, there may be a need to consider the retention of more 
agricultural land to safeguard settings than has been currently indicated. This 
in turn could jeopardise the proposed size of the site. If so are there 
alternative solutions that have been considered?  

 The Chris Blandford Report's conclusions focus on 4 areas A-D, including 
your preferred site.  This appears to support the view of a mulitple site 
approach, incorportaing parts of A for eg.   I would be grateful if you could 
provide more detailed reasoning as to why areas A, B and D have not come 
forward? The NPPF puts some weight upon delivery. Could you please 
explain how the preferred site can be delivered over and above the other sites 
with High Capacity.  

 The HEA clearly indicates that there is a high potential for significant 
archaeological deposits within all the high capacity areas. Can you provide 
details of how this will be mitigated? 

  
I have now had a chance to look at the amended Policy EQ3 and confirm that 
English Heritage considers the policy wording and supporting statement to be 
acceptable and in the accordance with NPPF.  I would, however, add a cautionary 
note to this as we have just had advice centrally from a PINS EIP for Solihull that 
appears to be a generic question from PINS and may be of assistance in tightening 
any loose threads; 

 Key issue: Does the Local Plan provide an appropriate, effective and 
soundly based framework for promoting the quality of         
places, including securing high quality design, conserving heritage 
assets and local distinctiveness, and safeguarding the countryside and 

mailto:SRMembery@somerset.gov.uk
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Green Belt, which is fully justified, supported by evidence and 
consistent with national policy? 

        8.2 Conservation of Heritage Assets and Local Distinctiveness (Policy 
P16) 
        a. Is the approach to conserving and enhancing Solihull‟s historic environment, 
including the character, historic assets and     distinctiveness of the Borough, 
appropriate, justified, effective, soundly based and consistent with national 
legislation, guidance and policy? 
  
I look forward to hearing from you in due course. 
Regards 
Caroline Power 
  

 
From: Keith Lane  
Sent: 20 November 2012 17:21 
To: POWER, Caroline; Andy Foyne; Steven Membery; Adron Duckworth; Robert 
Archer; BEAMISH, Hugh 
Subject: RE: Meeting to discuss historic environment issues in emerging South 
Somerset Local Plan 

Caroline,  
  
Revised version of para 12.40 of the Local Plan i.e. Policy EQ3 supporting text is 
below, followed by EQ3 itself:  

“The Council will develop a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment that will include: 

 Guidance and advice for owners and developers in relation to the 
conservation of the historic environment, nationally and locally designated 
assets including archaeological sites. 

 The council‟s approach to identifying and managing heritage assets at risk 
through neglect, decay or other threats, and to their conservation and return 
to sustainable use where appropriate.   

 A programme for the review of existing Conservation Area boundaries, the 
preparation of Conservation Area Assessments and Management Plans and 
making new designations.  

 Encouragement for the development of local skills, crafts and the production 
of local materials relevant to the historic environment. 

 Measures to identify locally significant historic assets including buildings, 
parks and gardens and archaeological features and the preparation of a 
district-wide list of such assets. 

 Detailed advice for developers preparing proposals that may have an impact 
upon any aspect of the historic environment about conservation, good design 
and positive enhancement of the assets and their settings. 
 

 Opportunities to improve historic townscapes, landscapes and the public 
realm. 
 

 Support for communities to identify locally significant historic buildings and in 
their preparation of Neighbourhood Plans. “ 

mailto:SRMembery@somerset.gov.uk
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Policy EQ3: Historic Environment 
“Heritage assets will be conserved and where appropriate enhanced for their 
historic significance and important contribution to local distinctiveness, 
character and sense of place.  Their potential to contribute towards the 
economy, tourism, education and local identity will be exploited.  All new 
development proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected 
to: 

 Safeguard or where appropriate enhance the significance, character, 

setting and local distinctiveness of heritage assets; 

 Make a positive contribution to its character through high standards of 

design which reflect and complement it and through the use of 

appropriate materials and techniques; 

 Ensure alterations, including those for energy efficiency and renewable 

energy, are balanced alongside the need to retain the integrity of the 

historic environment and to respect the character and performance of 

buildings, adopting principles of minimum intervention and 

reversibility.” 

  
Regards 
Keith 
  

From: POWER, Caroline  
Sent: 20 November 2012 16:41 
To: Keith Lane; Andy Foyne; Steven Membery; Adron Duckworth; Robert Archer; 
BEAMISH, Hugh 
Subject: RE: Meeting to discuss historic environment issues in emerging South 
Somerset Local Plan 
  
Dear Keith and Andy,  
  
As I mentioned on the phone, we are primarily engaged in survey work tomorrow.  
Whilst I suggested that a meeting might be helpful to you for an update on how we 
are dealing with this matter after we have finished, I also clearly remember saying 
that the Inspector will need time to consider his views.  With the best of intentions, it 
may not be possible to give any formal views immediately after this survey 
tomorrow.  It may not be appropriate to deal with 1a, b or c on that basis. 
  
As far as Policy EQ3 is concerned perhaps you could send through the latest version 
ahead of the meeting tomorrow so I can have a look at it as I should be able to give 
you a view if I have had time to consider it first. 
  
Regards 
Caroline Power | Historic Environment Adviser 
 

 
From: Keith Lane  
Sent: 20 November 2012 16:28 
To: Andy Foyne; POWER, Caroline; Steven Membery; Adron Duckworth; Robert 
Archer; BEAMISH, Hugh 
Subject: RE: Meeting to discuss historic environment issues in emerging South 
Somerset Local Plan 

mailto:SRMembery@somerset.gov.uk
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Dear all 
  
Please find attached the agenda for tomorrow‟s meeting. 
  
Regards 
Keith 
  

From: Andy Foyne  
Sent: 13 November 2012 17:26 
To: 'POWER, Caroline' 
Cc: Adron Duckworth; Martin Woods; Keith Lane; Robert Archer; Steven Membery 
Subject: RE: Meeting to discuss historic environment issues in emerging South 
Somerset Local Plan 
  
Hi Caroline 
  
We seem to have misunderstood each other on several of the key points at our 
meeting on 24th October.  I consider, and I hope that you agree, that the best way 
forward is for us to have another meeting to resolve the key issues where we are at 
odds.  From my inspection of your amendments I consider that the key points to 
clarify are as below 
  

- Do EH maintain their objection to the location for the Yeovil Urban Extension 

in the Proposed Submission Plan until their own Inspector has assessed the 

Yeovil Historic Environment Assessment‟s (HEA) conclusions   in relation to 

the potential impact of development in this location on the roman villas (one 

on site and one nearby)? 

- Have EH withdrawn their support for a multi-site option for development 

around Yeovil or is this still their preference?  Does their position await their 

Inspector‟s Assessment of the Yeovil Historic Environment Assessment‟s 

conclusions? 

  
Your points in relation to support for communities is accepted and a correction to the 
minutes can be made.  There is no need to add the bullet to “produce a District Wide 
heritage Strategy” as it is contained at the start of page 2 of the minutes ie “the 
Council will develop a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 
Historic Environment”   
  
In the event that your answer to the two questions above is that you maintain your 
current objection and support for a multi-site development option around Yeovil  
pending an EH  Inspector‟s assessment are you able to tell me when that 
assessment might take place and what role is there as offered at the original meeting 
for Stephen Membury of SCC to assist? 
  
In relation to your email to Cllr Fysh of 9th November you recognise that Steve 
Membury would assist in the Assessment.   
  
You clarify in your response to Cllr Fysh that EH‟s current position expressed in its 
response to the Proposed Submission plan is unchanged until such time as the HEA 
Assessment is undertaken. 
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Whilst I have posed the questions above in relation to the amendments made to the 
minutes I believe that your email to Cllr Fysh has made it quite clear that EH have not 
changed its position and will only do so once you have had your Inspector re 
evaluate the settings suggested for the Roman villas at Dunnock‟s Lane and 
Chessels  by the HEA. 
  
In this context the key matter becomes the Inspection by your Inspector (assisted by 
Steve Membury) and  it would make sense for any meeting to take place after that 
inspection.  The next obvious question is when would that inspection take place and 
how soon would a meaningful re assessment emerge?  I am aware that Steve 
Membury is trying to set up a meeting and he is available next week.  From my 
perspective  this issue is likely to be the one outstanding that may prevent the 
Council meeting its current aspiration to submit its Plan to the Inspectorate by 
Christmas and so I can only seek the inspection and re –assessment to be  carried 
out as expeditiously as you can. 
  
I thought it helpful to set out this narrative and  will ring you shortly to get your view 
(probably Wednesday now at 5.25 pm) and seek to establish a prospective timetable 
for a definitive position to come forward from EH 
  
Andy Foyne 
  
Spatial Policy Manager 
South Somerset District Council 
 

From: POWER, Caroline  
Sent: 12 November 2012 14:31 
To: Keith Lane; Adron Duckworth; Andy Foyne; Robert Archer; Steve Membery 
Subject: RE: Meeting to discuss historic environment issues in emerging South 
Somerset Local Plan 
  
Dear Keith, 
  
Please find attached my comments /amendments on the minutes.   
  
I fear that my views may have been misinterpreted.  As you will see from the 
amended minutes my interpretation is not quite as clear cut as indicated in the 
minutes and is subject to a number of issues being resolved- most notably being able 
to assess the final Chris Blandford Report fully.  
  
This has had a knock on impact on your Committee Boards Minutes that I was 
informed by Councillor Fysh, have reported EH as withdrawing our objections. I 
copied you all into our response to Councillor Fysh so you are aware of what has 
been said on our part. I would ask that these remarks and the amendments 
suggested are carefully considered before you respond.  At present I do not 
believe our views have been correctly reported to your Members and or will be in a 
position to respond positively by the 15/11. 
  
I await your comments. 
Regards 
  
Caroline Power | Historic Environment Adviser, English Heritage  

 
From: Keith Lane  
Sent: 01 November 2012 10:37 
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To: Adron Duckworth; Andy Foyne; Robert Archer; POWER, Caroline; 
'SRMembery@somerset.gov.uk' 
Subject: Meeting to discuss historic environment issues in emerging South 
Somerset Local Plan 

Dear all, 
  
I have attached the notes of the above meeting held last Weds (Oct 24th).  Let me 
know if you have any comments/amendments. 
  
Caroline, could you please complete the action to formally confirm to Andy that you 
are content to withdraw your representations on the Proposed Submission Local Plan 
questioning its soundness by Thursday 15 November.  This will enable us to report it 
to Project Management Board the following day.  
  
Regards 
Keith 
  
Keith Lane 
Policy Planner 
South Somerset District Council 
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Appendix 4 – Co-operation with Other Bodies 
 
In addition to the prescribed bodies and neighbouring authorities already mentioned, 
there have been discussions and joint working with other bodies as part of the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan that has informed the scale and location of growth across 
the District. 
 
The following bodies informed the Infrastructure Delivery Planning report: 

 Western Power Distribution 

 Scottish Southern Electricity 

 Wessex Water 

 British Telecom (BT) 

 Somerset Waste Partnership 

 Somerset and Avon Constabulary 

 Devon and Somerset Fire and Rescue Service 

 South Western Ambulance Service NHS Trust 

 Wales and West Utilities 

 Sustrans 
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Appendix 5 - Summary of when Duty to Co-operate „authorities and bodies‟ formally commented on the 
Local Plan  
This table summaries the stages at which duty to co-operate bodies commented on the Local Plan.  It demonstrates a lengthy and continuous 
process of engagement.  This report only illustrates in detail the way in which comments made in relation to Proposed Submission Local Plan, 
have influenced policy, the comments made since the SA Scoping report consultation have influenced and shaped the final South Somerset 
Local Plan (see Consultation Statement and SA Report for details of how comments were taken on board). 
 

Details of the stages at which comments have been received from prescribed bodies and neighbouring authorities  
(x = comments received - = no comments received) 

Organisation Stage in production of South Somerset Local Plan 

 SA Scoping Report Issues and Options Draft Core Strategy 
(incorporating Preferred 

Options) 

Proposed Submission 
Local Plan 

Environment Agency X X X X 

Natural England X X X X 

English Heritage X X X X 

Civil Aviation Authority Not consulted - X - 

Homes and Communities 
Agency 

Not consulted - - - 

Primary Care Trusts Not consulted - - X 

Office of Rail Regulation Not consulted - - - 

Highways Authority X X X X 

Somerset County Council - X X X 

Mendip District Council - - X X 

Taunton Deane Borough 
Council 

- - - - 

Sedgemoor District 
Council 

- - - - 

Dorset County Council - - X X 

West Dorset District 
Council 

- - X X 
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North Dorset District 
Council 

- X - X 

Wiltshire Council - - - - 

Devon County Council X - - - 

East Devon District 
Council 

- - - - 
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Appendix 6 – Memorandum of Agreement 
 
South Somerset District Council Mid-Hearing Statement H055 

 
Duty to Cooperate 

 

In order to demonstrate an on-going commitment to the Duty to Cooperate, the 
Council has drafted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to agree broad 
objectives for the on-going cooperation between its neighbouring authorities. 
 
Progress on this is set out below: 
 

 An MOU between SSDC and Wiltshire Council has been agreed and 
signed. 

 An MOU between SSDC, East Devon and Devon County Council's has 
been agreed and signed 

 An MOU between SSDC, North Dorset and West Dorset District Council's 
has been agreed and signed. 

 An MOU between SSDC and Dorset County Council has been agreed and 
signed. 

 Somerset County Council who are in the process of consulting with and 
seeking the necessary approvals from Portfolio Holders for an MOU 
provided by SSDC. 

 
SSDC acknowledges that North Dorset (NDDC), West Dorset (WDDC) and 
Dorset County Council (DCC) have not signed up to the same MOU. The reason 
for this is that NDDC and WDDC were not in agreement with DCC on the 
following issues: 
 

 Reference to an integrated 'and consisfenf' approach to addressing needs. 
Reference to 'agreeing' the overall quantity, mix and distribution of 
development. 
 

In both instances the concerns were that as the NDDC and WDDC were now 
responsible for deciding their own approach and numbers through their Local 
Plans, they could not necessarily say that they would be consistent or agreed. 

 

In the MOU signed by NDDC and WDDC, reference to 'consistent' was deleted, 
whilst 'agree' was replaced by 'assess' in relation to the overall quantity, mix and 
distribution of development. The effect of this is that the authorities are working 
together to develop their proposals, but are not prejudicing their individual rights 
to decide on something that is different or inconsistent. 
 
The MOU signed by DCC retains the original wording that NDDC and WDDC 
were unable to agree to. Somerset County Council is also working to the same 
agreement as DCC. 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that all parties have not signed the agreement, there is 
a clear demonstration of the commitment to on-going cooperation on these 
issues. The relevant authorities involved are currently in the process of resolving 
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these issues to work towards one signed MOU between the Dorset authorities, 
SSDC and Somerset County Council. 
 
Copies of the signed MOUs are attached to this note. 



 

67 

 

 
Duty to Cooperate 

 
Memorandum of Understanding 

Introduction 
 
This memorandum of understanding establishes a framework for co-operation 
between the three Local Authorities with respect to strategic planning and 
development issues. 
 
Local Authorities are required by law through the Duty to Cooperate to engage 
constructively and actively on an on-going basis on planning matters that impact 
on more than one local planning area. The duty is further amplified in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which sets out the key strategic priorities that 
should be addressed jointly. For the purposes of clarity the NPPF defines 
strategic priorities as: 

 The homes and jobs needed in the area. 

 The provision of retail, leisure and other commercial development. 

 The provision of infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, waste 
management, water supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change 
management. 

 The provision of minerals and energy (including heat). 

 The provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure 
and other local facilities. 

 Climate change mitigation and adaptation, conservation and enhancement 
of the natural and historic environment, including landscape. 

 
Parties to the Memorandum 
 
The Memorandum is agreed by the following Authorities: 

 South Somerset District Council 

 West Dorset District Council 

 North Dorset District Council 

 Dorset County Council 

 Somerset County Council 
 
Limitations 
 
The Local Authorities recognise that there will not always be full agreement with 
respect to all of the issues on which they have agreed to cooperate. For the 
avoidance of doubt, the Memorandum will not restrict the discretion of any of the 
Local Authorities in the determination of any planning application, or in the 
exercise of any of its statutory powers and duties, or in its response to 
consultations, and is not intended to be legally binding. 
 
Objectives 
 
The Memorandum has the following broad objectives: 

 To help secure a broad but consistent approach to strategic planning, 
transport and development issues across South Somerset, West Dorset 
and North Dorset Districts. 
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 To identify and manage spatial planning issues that impact on more than 
one local planning area within South Somerset, West Dorset and North 
Dorset Districts. 

 To ensure that the local planning and development policies prepared by each 
Local Authorities are, where appropriate, informed by the views of other Local 
Authorities within South Somerset, West Dorset and North Dorset Districts. 
This will normally involve engagement with Development Plan Document and 
Supplementary Planning Document preparation. 

 To ensure that decisions on major, larger than local planning applications are 
informed by the views of other Local Authorities across South Somerset, 
West Dorset and North Dorset Districts. 

 To support better integration and alignment of strategic spatial and 
investment priorities in South Somerset, West Dorset and North Dorset 
Districts, ensuring that there is a clear and defined route where necessary, 
through the statutory local planning process. 

 To identify and agree the infrastructure investment needs associated with 
proposed development and to address existing issues 

 To ensure compliance with the Duty to Cooperate. 
 

Strategic Planning, Development Issues and Policy Documents 
 
We will work together to: 
 

 agree those matters which are strategic in nature, based upon an 
appreciation of the wider demographic, economic, environmental and social 
context that affects the area, and up-to-date evidence of development needs; 

 agree an integrated and consistent approach to address these needs; 

 work together to agree the overall quantity, mix and broad distribution 
apportionment of development across the area, including its delivery through 
necessary strategic infrastructure; 

 ensure that where strategic priorities cross local boundaries, we work 
collaboratively to make sure they are clearly reflected in our individual plans; 

 work together on producing joint evidence where it is the most efficient and 
effective approach; 

 ensure appropriate governance arrangements are in place to take forward the 
commitments in this memorandum. 

 if appropriate, meet and discuss any issues raised by one or more of the 
other Local Authorities and take into account any views expressed on those 
issues. 
 

Development Management 
 
Each Authority will: 

 Notify the Councils party to the Memorandum of any major planning 
applications, from within its area or on which it is consulted by a Local 
Authority from outside its area, which would, in its view, have a significant 
impact on the strategic planning and development of the South Somerset, 
West Dorset and North Dorset Districts. 

 
Liaison and working arrangements 
 
The parties to the Memorandum, including appropriate Planning Officers and 
Portfolio Holders, will meet bi-annually (or more frequently where appropriate), 
unless all parties give their consent to the cancellation of a meeting, in order to: 
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 Monitor the preparation of policy document across the South Somerset, West 
Dorset and North Dorset Districts. 

 discuss strategic issues emerging from them and agree the resolution of 
those issues for recommendation to each authority. 

 

Local Authority: 
South Somerset District Council 
 

Local Authority: 
Somerset County Council 

Print Name: 
 

Print Name: 
 

Signature: 
 

Signature: 

Date: 
 

Date: 

Local Authority: 
Dorset County Council 
 

 

Print Name: 
Don Gobbett, Head of Planning 
 

 

Signature: 
 

 

Date: 

7 June 2013 
 

 

 
 

This Memorandum of Understanding is to be reviewed 6 months from the date 
of signing. 
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Appendix 7 - Summary of Specific and Prescribed Consultation Bodies Responses to the Proposed Main 
Modifications to the Local Plan 
 
The following tables set out the main issues that have arisen from the responses received from Specific Consultation Bodies and Prescribed 
Bodies during the consultation process for the Proposed Main Modifications to the South Somerset Local Plan (2006-2028).  
 
Specific Consultation Bodies are those listed in Appendix 2 of the adopted South Somerset District Council Statement of Community 
Involvement, July 2007 (SCI). Prescribed Bodies relate to the „Duty to Co-operate‟ (DTC) which became a legal requirement under the 
provisions of the Localism Act. In essence DTC requires all local planning authorities such as South Somerset to co-operate on strategic 
matters with neighbouring authorities and other Prescribed Bodies, to maximise their effectiveness when preparing the Local Plan. 
The following tables provide a non-technical summary of the responses received and whether South Somerset District Council proposes a 
change as a result of the representation3. These tables are linked to the more detailed analysis of consultation responses to the Proposed Main 
Modifications, which can be found here: https://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/local-plan-2006-
2028/local-plan-(formerly-core-strategy)-project-management-board-reports/pmb-24-february-2014/ 
 
Respondents: 
 
Dorset County Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Concerned that development will have significant landscape impact, over a 
very large area.  It would destroy one of the most beautiful views in South 
Somerset, previously designated as a „Special Landscape Feature‟.  The 
high sensitivity is stated in the landscape addendum sections 5D.2, 5D.3. 

Whilst there will be landscape impacts, the Landscape 
Addendum to the Yeovil Peripheral Landscape Study 
(August 2013) identifies that there is capacity for 
mitigation. It should be noted that there is no Special 
Landscape Feature designation. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2 or 
SS5. 

2 Essential that there is appropriate mitigation for visual impact.  Add 
reference to policy YV2 regarding the need for significant investment in 

Agree that appropriate landscape mitigation is an essential 
component of any development to the North-East of Yeovil. 

                                                 
3
 South West Water responded by stating that they had no comment to make. 

 

https://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/local-plan-2006-2028/local-plan-(formerly-core-strategy)-project-management-board-reports/pmb-24-february-2014/
https://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/local-plan-2006-2028/local-plan-(formerly-core-strategy)-project-management-board-reports/pmb-24-february-2014/
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Green Infrastructure in Upper Mudford site to mitigate development 
impacts. 

Masterplanning and mitigation through as and when a 
planning application is forthcoming will resolve this issue.  
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2 or 
SS5 

3 Concerned that the serious congestion on the A30 and surrounding rural 
roads will be made worse from the proposed development, so it is 
important that sustainable travel is encouraged and addressed in further 
detail in the masterplan and Site Allocations DPD – welcome input into 
these. 

Noted. Several parts of the A30 have been modelled for 
the future traffic impact, along with the key junctions.4 The 
growth scenario in the two SUEs has been shown to have 
the least impact on the A30 in the latest traffic modelling. 
There is a significant reduced impact in comparison to 
choosing to locate development on one single site. 
Recommendation: No change to PMM2, or Policy YV2 
or YV6. 

4 Concerned that policy no longer makes specific provision for secondary 
education, despite acknowledging that it is still a requirement. This delivery 
is required to avoid further pressure on Dorset schools, especially The 
Gryphon, Sherborne. 

Education Authority has stated that there is sufficient 
capacity to accommodate growth in Yeovil, and that no 
further capital expenditure is currently planned. 
Work is required to more thoroughly understand the issues 
and options for delivering a secondary school in Yeovil. 
Recommendation: No change to PMM2, or Policy YV2 
or YV6 

 
Somerset County Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Archaeology 
It is very likely that the buried archaeological remains found at Wyndham 
Park will continue into the direction of growth area. The site should be fully 
archaeologically assessed as part of a masterplan stage and the results 
used to inform mitigation - must take place before any planning 
applications/ masterplans being determined. Application should include 
detailed archaeological mitigation strategy. Community engagement 

Noted. An archaeological assessment is also a key 
recommendation in the Yeovil Strategic Growth Options 
SA report. Further discussions with SCC confirm that 
impacts on historic environment can be mitigated and that 
the inter-relationship between Upper Mudford and the 
„shrunken medieval villages‟ is not of significance given the 
distance between the SUE and the area of archaeological 

                                                 
4
 Yeovil SUE – traffic modelling Non-technical forecasting addendum report 3, February 2014. 
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programmes should accompany archaeological investigations where 
appropriate. 

interest. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2 or 
SS5. Ensure supporting text outlines the 
archaeological issues and the requirement for 
archaeological assessment of any proposal. 

2 High potential for buried archaeological remains dating from prehistoric 
through to WWII.  Proposal site is adjacent to Scheduled Monument 
Roman Villa north of Dunnocks Lane, which is sensitive to impact by 
development but due to its landscape setting appropriate mitigation can be 
applied.  No development should take place in its immediate environs but 
landscaping and enhancement of the immediate setting could promote a 
positive use of the site.  Site should be fully archaeologically assessed as 
part of a masterplan stage and the results used to inform mitigation. 
Community engagement programmes should accompany archaeological 
investigations where appropriate. 

Archaeological impacts are integral to the Yeovil Strategic 
Growth Options SA report. Further discussion has taken 
place with Senior Historic Environment Officer at Somerset 
County Council with agreement that mitigation can be 
delivered to manage significant effects on sensitive 
receptors. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, or 
SS5.  
Ensure supporting text outlines the archaeological 
issues and the requirement for archaeological 
assessment of any proposal. 

3 A Roman Villa is located at New Barns Farm so there is potential for 
assets related to the villa and possible earlier Iron Age activity within the 
proposal area. Site should be fully archaeologically assessed as part of a 
masterplan stage and the results used to inform mitigation – this should 
take place before any planning applications/ masteplans being determined. 
Application should include detailed archaeological mitigation strategy. 
Community engagement programmes should accompany archaeological 
investigations where appropriate. 

Noted. This relates to the Wincanton Direction for Growth 
and can be addressed through the Development 
Management process. 
Recommendation: No change to PMM7 or Policy SS3 
or SS5. 

4 Highways 
The revised proposals can no longer deliver 50% of travel originating from 
the development by non-car modes – the previous approach of 2,500 
dwellings and employment land was a much better match to achieve this.  
The deletion of a secondary school will have a significant impact on 
vehicular trips external to the development.  35-40% is more realistic. 

Noted. A change is necessary to the non-car travel 
requirement in Policy YV6 to reflect the fact that 
development will be delivered across two Sustainable 
Urban Extensions. 
The recently completed Parsons Brinckerhoff traffic 
modelling work (See Appendix B) has highlighted that the 
revised scale and location of growth do not have a 
detrimental impact on the local or strategic highway. 
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However, there is little evidence to support a strict policy in 
order to deliver at least 50% of travel by non-car modes. In 
conjunction with the evidence provided by SCC and the 
Highways Agency it would be appropriate to reconsider the 
wording of Policy YV6. 
In terms of the impact of the removal of the secondary 
school, the Council contends that the scale of growth does 
not justify a new secondary school (and existing school 
capacity can accommodate growth). Therefore, transport 
impacts will have to be managed through a whole town 
network approach, utilising other Local Plan policies, such 
as TA1, TA3, TA4, and TA5. The Parsons Brinckerhoff 
report (Appendix B) demonstrates that the impact of 
delivery at two sites “on the key junctions are generally 
small”. Whereas where the modelling shows development 
is “concentrated in full at one site, the impacts on the key 
junctions is generally higher”. 
Recommendation: Change to Policy YV6. 

5 Education 
The overall housing numbers in Yeovil will result in the existing secondary 
schools having insufficient capacity and there remains a need for a new 
additional secondary school site at some point.  The division into two 
urban extensions means that neither have the critical mass to support 
such a site, so detailed studies are required to inform where a new 
secondary school would be most sustainable and deliverable, and when 
this becomes critical.  A policy should be included to secure the S. 106 and 
CIL contributions necessary. 

Agree that further work on secondary school provision is 
required.  The supporting text in the proposed main 
modifications (para 2.13) states contributions will be 
sought for secondary school provision, but agree that this 
should be in the Local Plan. 
Recommendation: Text amendment should be made to 
the seventh bullet point in Policy SS6: Infrastructure 
Delivery entitled Community facilities, to include the 
phrase “including Early Years, Primary and Secondary 
educational provision”. 

6 Support proposed revised Direction of Growth, Ilminster. Noted.  
Recommendation: No change. 

7 Public Health 
Attracting new business key aspect of any development. Good to see new 

Noted. 
Recommendation: No change. 
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employment land net increase. 

 
West Dorset District Council / Weymouth & Portland Borough Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Essential that there is appropriate mitigation for visual impact.  Add 
reference to policy YV2 regarding the need for significant investment in 
Green Infrastructure in Upper Mudford site to mitigate development 
impacts. 

See answer 2 in Dorset County Council response.  
Recommendation: No change. 

2 All options have the potential to exacerbate current congestion issues. Noted. The latest traffic modelling does show some 
increases in congestion. However, this is predominantly 
due to background traffic growth from existing 
development in Yeovil. Furthermore, Policy YV6, and 
Policies TA1, TA3, TA4 and TA5 will to minimise car travel 
and achieve more sustainable travel measures. 
Recommendation: No change to PMM2, or Policy YV2 
or YV6 

3 Strongly support decision not to progress Area „C‟ – Middle Yeo and 
Dorset Hillsides – due to severance from the town and the potential cost of 
mitigating this.  Also oppose due to lack of relationship with Yeovil, 
landscape impact, potential impacts on local villages, flood risk and 
reduction in the separation between Yeovil and Sherborne. 

Noted. Area „C‟ is not proposed for a direction of growth. 
Recommendation: No change to PMM2, or Policy YV2 
or YV6 

4 Wish to continue co-operative working with the Council on the proposals, 
in particular regarding infrastructure requirements and mitigation of 
impacts through masterplanning. 

Noted and welcomed. 
Recommendation: No change. 

 
English Heritage 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 The proposed Modifications have addressed the points raised and as such 
have no outstanding objections. Advise that careful note is taken of the 
County Archaeologists comments on the Modifications. Support these 

Noted. Senior Archaeology Officer at Somerset County 
Council has been heavily involved in SA process and will 
be involved in detailed mitigation strategy for development 
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comments and they should inform the more detailed work that will need to 
be undertaken in later development phases. 

at SUEs. 
Recommendation: No change. 

 
Environment Agency 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Principles of Climate Change Policy EQ1 should prevent inappropriate 
development being located in Flood Risk areas through the application of 
the NPPF's Sequential Test. 

Noted. 
Recommendation: No change. 

2 For the directions of growth through the strategic allocations there will 
need to be further work within the masterplanning stages to more 
accurately map any local flood risk issues. 

Noted. South Somerset District Council will work with 
applicants to undertake a Flood Risk Management 
Strategy as part of the masterplanning and site delivery. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2 or 
SS5.  

3 Consider that there will be an engineering solution to surface water run-off, 
should consider undertaking a flood risk management strategy (FRMS) to 
include surface water within the strategic allocation to prevent increasing 
flood risk to the downstream catchment. FRMS is essential to understand 
any possible constraints on land availability required form the development 
and the future Sustainable Drainage scheme (SuDS). The SuDS scheme 
must maximise the environmental benefits to be in accord with policies 
EQ1 and EQ5. 

Noted. South Somerset District Council will work with 
applicants to undertake a Flood Risk Management 
Strategy as part of the masterplanning and site delivery. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2 or 
SS5. 

4 Support residential development in Canal Way but recognise that there are 
known flood issues in the vicinity, principally associated with surface water 
flooding which SSDC drainage engineers should lead on. 

Noted. This issue has been included in the SA of options 
for growth in Ilminster. 
Recommendation: No change. 

5 Principles of Climate Change Policy EQ1 should prevent inappropriate 
development being located in Flood Risk areas through the application of 
the NPPF's Sequential Test (Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 
Policy). 

Noted. 
Recommendation: No change. 
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Highways Agency 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 The proposal for two sites has not been tested for its traffic impact – the 
north east site has potential for greater impact on the A303 junctions north 
of Yeovil including Hazelgrove roundabout. 

The latest traffic modelling5 shows very limited impact on 
Cartgate roundabout from the SUEs, with the reference 
case already showing it is forecast to be over capacity in 
AM and PM peaks. There is negligible impact on traffic 
flows along the A359 Mudford Hill compared with the 
reference case. Further discussions with SCC and the 
Highways Agency have confirmed that the impacts on 
Hazelgrove roundabout are not significant. 
Recommendation: No change to PMM2, or Policy YV2 
or YV6 

2 Concerned that the 50% sustainable travel target is unrealistic due to the 
much diminished scale of the urban extensions, and that two sites will 
make it more difficult to collect the required contributions towards transport 
improvements. 

Noted. Agree a change is required to the non-car mode 
share requirement in Policy YV6.  
Recommendation: Change to Policy YV6. 
Continue work in conjunction with Somerset County 
Council and Highways Agency to inform a realistic 
level of non-car travel in policy YV6. 

3 Evidence should be prepared to assess the import of the proposed 
development on the operation of the Southfields roundabout. 

Additional analysis has been prepared by the Council, in 
conjunction with the Highways Authority and the Highways 
Agency. It has identified that there will be no significant 
transport impacts on the strategic highway network as a 
result of growth at Canal Way. Somerset County Council 
has not raised concerns regarding the local highway 
network impacts of the proposed Direction of Growth at 
Canal Way. 
Recommendation: No change to PMM3 or Policy PMT3. 

4 It should be made clear that the potential additional housing should be 
linked to, and underpinned by, local employment growth in the town, rather 

Noted. Recommendation: Minor text amendment to 
PMM7. 

                                                 
5
 Yeovil SUE – traffic modelling Non-technical forecasting addendum report 3, February 2014. 
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than employment growth in general. This is to ensure that car-based 
commuting along the A303 is minimised.  Suggest minor change to text. 

 
Natural England 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Satisfied that the changes to the Local Plan do not pose any additional risk to 
the natural environment. Welcome the clarification that the requirement to 
masterplan the urban extensions to Yeovil and include 40% open space is 
being retained (2.12). 

Noted. 
Recommendation: No change recommended as a 
result of this comment. 

 
Wessex Water 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Note the revised areas of growth and the amended scope of residential units 
and employment land affecting Yeovil, Ilminster, Chard and Wincanton. They 
comment that at this stage they have not completed any detailed site 
assessments, however they wish to be fully engaged during the preparation 
of the Site Allocations DPD and the masterplanning process. A detailed 
engineering appraisal will confirm satisfactory points of connection for water 
supply and waste water services. Capacity improvements will need to be 
determined through network modelling to confirm, the scope and extent work 
that may be required downstream. 

Noted. The masterplanning and Development 
Management processes will address this issue. 
Recommendation: No change. 

 
Barwick and Stoford Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Object to the loss of grade 1 agricultural land (and resulting impact on food 
production), contrary to the NPPF and the Inspector‟s preliminary findings.  
Grade 1 constitutes only 5% of land in the UK, and should be treated the 

The presence of grade 1 agricultural land is an 
important issue, and local authorities should seek to use 
areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a 



 

78 

 

same as valuable listed buildings. higher quality (NPPF, para 112).  The Government‟s 
National Policy Statements6 define “poorer quality” 
agricultural land as grades 3b, 4 and 5.  
 
The Council has sought to refine the SUE at Coker and 
the reduced scale of growth will reduce the impact on 
the loss of agricultural land. In assessing „reasonable 
alternatives‟ as part of the SA process it has been 
necessary to factor in the impact of the loss of 
agricultural land, alongside other impacts and effects. In 
considering the range of planning issues, it is not 
possible to avoid some loss of grade 1 agricultural land 
for a Sustainable Urban Extension of a minimum of 500 
dwellings.  
 
The Sustainable Urban Extension at Coker would result 
in a loss of around 0.9% of the grade 1 agricultural land 
in South Somerset (as opposed to around 2.9% in the 
Proposed Submission Local Plan). 
Unsure of the source that 5% of land is grade 1 – 
Natural England (TIN049, Dec 2012) estimate that 
grades 1 and 2 together form around 21% of all 
farmland in England, and grade 3a also covers around 
21%. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, or 
SS5 

2 Development will increase the likelihood of flooding, particularly at North and 
East Coker, Barwick and Stoford and A37 areas. Scale of development will 
have an impact on natural drainage - significant flood zone to the south of 
site. Flood mitigation measures have not been fully considered. 

Noted. Flood risk has been considered as part of the SA 
of growth options in Yeovil. 
Recommendation: No change. 

                                                 
6
 Overarching NPS for Energy, DECC, July 2011; Hazardous Waste NPS, DEFRA, June 2013; draft NPS for National Networks, December 2013. 
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Bruton Town Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 If possible development of Durslade Farm should count against the target. 
Town Council support small scale office, workshop and light industrial uses 
(B1) subject to scale impact, appearance and parking. Suitable retail 
proposals will be supported subject to scale etc. Seek to protect existing 
employment land. B2 and B8 uses are considered inappropriate. Tourism and 
recreational activities and facilities will be supported. (TC attached Bruton 
Town Council Planning Policy.) 

Durslade Farm is an employment site which has been 
considered appropriate based upon national and local 
policy criteria. It is not appropriate that this previous 
permission counts against the future requirement for 
employment land. 
Recommendation: No change. 

 
Brympton Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 There is little or no risk of flooding to any of the site options, but the potential 
impact of flooding downstream is an important consideration.  Therefore, 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) should be encouraged, and ground 
conditions are more favourable for water infiltration in the southern option 
than the Mudford option - the geology of the south is sandy soils and to the 
north it is clay subsoil/Lias beds. See Sherborne behind the seen, Joseph 
Fowler MA FGS, p 27 & 28. 

Noted. Flood risk has been considered as part of the SA 
of growth options in Yeovil. Mitigation will be delivered 
through the Development Management process. 
Recommendation: No change. 

2 The development of one site would limit the landscape impact to one area – 
the north has seen lots of development in recent years, whilst the south has 
remained untouched. 

Landscape issues have been considered as part of the 
SA of growth options in Yeovil and have been a key 
consideration in reaching the conclusion for two SUEs. 
Recommendation: No change. 

3 The southern option has the advantage of being close to the train stations, 
the town centre, AgustaWestlands, Lynx Trading Estate. 

Noted. Proximity to services/employment has been 
considered as part of the SA of growth options in Yeovil. 
Recommendation: No change. 

4 Splitting into two sites will make it difficult to secure the required infrastructure 
as critical mass will be lost e.g. less opportunity to support bus services.  
Makes the plan less viable and sustainable.  Will just result in a large housing 

Noted. It is advocated that the two SUEs allow for a 
more comprehensive approach to supporting existing 
and/or delivering new infrastructure, based upon a more 
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estates and the „vision‟ will be lost.  North of Yeovil already over developed 
and poorly served by infrastructure.  Important that parish councils are 
involved in the outline planning approval, S106 Agreements and 
masterplanning. 

holistic approach to infrastructure provision across the 
whole of Yeovil. This would be in addition to the site 
specific mitigation necessary for each site to ensure it 
mitigates its impacts. 
The Inspector in his Preliminary Findings (para 25) 
highlighted that in considering potential growth options 
and the impacts on public transport “there is no reason 
to suppose that existing services elsewhere in the town 
could not be improved to accommodate demand from 
an urban extension.” 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, 
YV6 or SS5 

 
Brympton / Chilthorne Domer /Mudford / Tintinhull and Yeovil Without Parish Councils (joint representation) 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 The Inspector‟s preliminary findings on landscape are at variance with the 
2003 Inspector.  Just because Wyndham Park has breached the skyline does 
not justify further breaching at Upper Mudford.  The Inspector has given 
excessive weight to the Council‟s 2003 landscape report at Keyford, and not 
the 2003 Inspector‟s conclusions on Primrose Lane. 

Earlier Local Plan Inquiry (2003) comments were given 
in response to specific development proposals objecting 
to Council allocations.  The baseline is now changed, 
with sites considered via the evidence base provided by 
the Yeovil Peripheral Landscape Study and Landscape 
Addendum. Any planning application for development 
will be expected to provide sufficient landscape 
mitigation. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2 or 
SS5 

2 During wet summer of 2012 land proposed for development became 
saturated resulting in run-off down Primrose Lane into low lying farmland. 
Development here will reduce the surface land available to absorb rainwater. 
Run-off can only be drained into River Yeo at Mudford - already prone to 
flooding and consequent disruption on the A359. Recent flooding led to wide 
spread local disruption. Part of the land proposed for development is currently 

Noted. Flood risk has been considered as part of the SA 
of growth options in Yeovil. Mitigation will be delivered 
through the Development Management process. 
Recommendation: No change. 
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under water - extensive flooding Christmas and New Year 2013/2014. Dutch 
are now practicing 'Flood Avoidance' - not allowing development in high-risk 
areas. Reference to Pitt Report, 2007. First time in 47 years that properties in 
Mudford and Ilchester flooded. 

3 A new roundabout would be required on Mudford Road to access the site. Noted. Appropriate mitigation will be delivered through 
the Development Management process. 
Recommendation: No change. 

4 There is a lack of evidence regarding current and predicted traffic volumes 
across the north of Yeovil. 

Traffic modelling work has been undertaken, showing 
that the two SUEs in Yeovil will not have a significant 
impact on the highway network. 
Recommendation: No change 

5 Splitting into two sites will make it difficult to secure the required infrastructure 
as critical mass will be lost e.g. less opportunity to support bus services.  
Makes the plan less viable and sustainable.  Will just result in a large housing 
estates and the „vision‟ will be lost.  North of Yeovil already over developed 
and poorly served by infrastructure.  Important that parish councils are 
involved in the outline planning approval, S106 Agreements and 
masterplanning. 

See answer 4 to Brympton Parish Council 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, 
YV6 or SS5 

6 Eastern Wards of Yeovil are considered to be amongst the 20% most 
deprived areas in England - will be exacerbated when the key Sites (Lyde, 
Brimsmore and Lufton) are completed - no guarantee that facilities will be 
delivered. No further housing should be sanctioned in the north unless there 
is a guarantee that all necessary infrastructure, communal facilities and 
services can be provided to serve the deprived areas of Yeovil. 

There is no evidence to suggest that deprivation will be 
exacerbated– improved access to employment, 
housing, community facilities should benefit deprived 
wards.7   
Recommendation: No change. 

7 If development of Primrose Lane site goes ahead it is vitally important that a 
new medical facility is provided. 

Policy YV2 does make provision for a health centre at 
the north east SUE. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, or 
SS5 

8 Important that land is made available for other community facilities such as 
church, shops, post office, pub, police, post, sports facilities etc. 

Policy YV2 makes provision for supporting community 
infrastructure to support growth.  

                                                 
7
 Appendix II (pg 19), Strategic Growth Options for Yeovil SA report, October 2013. 
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Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, or 
SS5 

9 Northern parishes supported the original Local Plan when the SUE was 
located to the south. 

Noted. The Council‟s approach to identifying two SUEs 
is set out alongside the revised SA of potential growth 
options. This is documented in the Strategic Growth 
Options for Yeovil - Suggested Approach by Enfusion 
as discussed at the PMB Workshop 30: Proposed Main 
Modifications. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, or 
SS5 

10 Proposed Main Modification has been adopted without consultation with the 
relevant parish councils (Mudford & Yeovil Without) nor with the residents 
most closely affected – northern Parishes strongly object. 

Objection noted, but consultation has occurred via 
public drop-in sessions (two in Yeovil), and attendance 
by Planning Officers at the Area South parish meeting, 
a Mudford Parish Council meeting and a Yeovil Without 
Parish Council meeting. 
Recommendation: No change. 

11 Latest recommendation for development at Primrose Lane appears to 
represent appeasement in the face of the wealth of East Coker and a 
sacrifice of the northern parishes in the interests of getting the Local Plan 
approved.  Approach seems to be to deprive that community of a sustainable 
economy with necessary housing, employment and community facilities. 

Noted. See answer to point 9 above. 
Recommendation: No change. 

12 It is important to create a top quality environment including better quality 
housing and leisure facilities - need for better quality housing should be 
negotiated with developers. 

Noted. Detailed design will be considered through the 
Development Management process. 
Recommendation: No change 

13 Since 1975, the north side of Yeovil has contributed around 7000 houses, 
whereas there have only been 25-35 houses built in East Coker meaning 
Yeovil has become lop-sided, so it is time for the south side of Yeovil to take 
their share of development and "round off" the town. 

Noted. See answer to point 9 above. 
Recommendation: No change. 

14 Development in the Coker option provides an opportunity to improve the rail 
service.  Car journeys can only be reduced through properly pre-planned 
developments, such as previously proposed in a single urban extension to the 
south. 

Noted. The southern option is closer to Yeovil Junction, 
although this relative proximity is not mentioned as a 
significant factor in SA, as some travel is still required to 
reach the station.  As the Inspector states (para 25), 
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there is no evidence to suggest that bus links to Yeovil 
Junction station could not be provided from areas other 
than to the south of the town. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, or 
SS5. 

15 If SUE built to the south the future of schools at Barwick and East Coker 
would be guaranteed and additional capacity if needed could be provided 
within the new primary school. 

A new primary school in the SUEs is consistent with the 
NPPF (e.g. para 38, 69).  Pupil numbers at East Coker 
Primary School currently exceed capacity and are 
forecast to continue to do so in 2017; Barwick and 
Stoford is currently 10 pupils below capacity and 
forecast to be 15 pupils under capacity in 2017.8 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, or 
SS5 

16 There is a lack of evidence from the Education Authority about education 
requirements to support the two urban extensions. Smaller development sites 
will mean secondary school will not be sustainable or viable. Issue has been 
ducked - a larger single site has a much better chance of identifying the land 
required. If it is a 'requirement' it should be in the plan. Also need assurance 
that sufficient tertiary education places are available. 

Noted. See answer to point 15 above. 
Recommendation: No change to Policy YV1, YV2, or 
SS5 

17 The Inspector‟s preliminary findings do not state that the SUE should not be 
built to the south, did not disagree with the proposal for a single location, did 
not suggest that 2,500 dwellings is incorrect, and did not suggest that the 
urban extension should be split into two locations – para 69 is particularly 
relevant. 

Noted. See answer to point 9 above. 
Recommendation: No change. 

18 The Inspector‟s preliminary findings (para 67) implies that a change to a 
multi-site approach equates to “an entirely different strategy”, which means 
that other factors have to be considered in addition to the four major concerns 
raised by the Inspector. 

Noted. See answer to point 9 above. 
Recommendation: No change. 

 
 

                                                 
8
 Somerset School Organisation Plan 2013. 
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Chilthorne Domer Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Appears that housing numbers have been reduced from 2,500 to 1,565 as 
southern location is the only option capable of accommodating 2,500 
dwellings. Generally accepted that the worst case scenario would be the 
„necklace‟ solution which would result in a large number of dwellings without 
the necessary suitable and adequate infrastructure. However, necklace 
situation already exists around the north of Yeovil with the existing key sites. 
Situation would be exacerbated by the two site urban extension option. 

Noted. See answer to point 9 in Brympton / Chilthorne 
Domer /Mudford / Tintinhull and Yeovil Without Parish 
Councils (joint representation). 
Recommendation: No change. 

 
Donyatt Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Re-iterate objections made in 2010 with regard to development at Canal Way, 
Ilminster: threat of incorporation of Donyatt into „greater Ilminster‟, 
unsuitability of Park Lane as a „rat-run‟ if connected to any new development. 

Noted. The Direction of Growth at Canal Way is based 
upon a robust SA of potential growth options. 
Recommendation: No change. 

 
East Coker Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 There is no need for an urban extension because the ONS figures suggest a 
lower housing figure, and it is based upon flawed employment projections.  
Yeovil does not have the employment base to accommodate this growth 
level. 

It is of significance that the Inspector considered these 
topics during the Examination Hearing Sessions, but did 
not then raise these issues in his Preliminary Findings. 
As such, these issues have not formed part of the 
additional work undertaken by the Council. 
 
The Inspector, in his letter of the 28th January 2014, has 
re-iterated that he will consider “only objections to the 
MMs” at any future Hearing Sessions. As such the 
Council does not think that this issue is something 
which needs to be reconsidered at this time, as it does 
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not feature as part of the Proposed Main Modifications. 
 
However, by way of clarification, this was discussed in-
depth during Examination Hearing Issue 4 and is set out 
in the Council‟s response to the Inspector‟s question 5 
regarding household statistics (1.5.2013).  Furthermore, 
the methodological issues surrounding this matter are 
discussed in paragraph 4.14 of the Housing Topic 
Paper [CD 14] and are explained in Appendix 13 in the 
email to John Baker (Baker Associates) dated 17 
October 2012 and his subsequent response to the 
District Council [CD 14, Appendix 13].  Minor 
Modifications 49-58 (Core Document 3b) address the 
matter.  In summary, whilst the Council recognises an 
occupancy rate of 2.27 persons per dwelling excluding 
communal establishments (January 2011) the figure for 
household occupancy rate has been retained (from the 
Baker report) at 2.1 persons per household on the basis 
that we consider it is too early to assess whether the 
declining fall of the rate of occupancy is a long term 
change in household composition or a blip as a result of 
the recession. Additionally, because the Government 
are not addressing the Census issue in any holistic way 
until they produce the 2012 Household Projections in 
the summer/autumn 2014, the Council  considers its 
approach robust until further projections become 
available that initiate a review. 
 
Regarding employment in Yeovil and employment 
projections, these were fully explored on two occasions 
at the Local Plan Hearing Sessions in May and June 
and the Council‟s mid hearing statement H036. The 
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Council has provided additional evidence and has also 
amended Policy SS3 to acknowledge the necessary 
employment land allocations for Yeovil and the district 
as a whole. 
Recommendation: No change. 

2 Object to the loss of grade 1 agricultural land (and resulting impact on food 
production), contrary to the NPPF and the Inspector‟s preliminary findings.  
Grade 1 constitutes only 5% of land in the UK, and should be treated the 
same as valuable listed buildings.  

See answer to point 1 for Barwick and Stoford Parish 
Council. 
Recommendation: No change. 

3 Object due to adverse landscape impact, and the site was previously rejected 
in the landscape report produced in 2003.  The Landscape study and its 
addendum have not been consistent in assessing the periphery of Yeovil and 
do not adequately reflect important elements of the landscape. 

See answer to point 1 for Brympton / Chilthorne Domer 
/Mudford / Tintinhull and Yeovil Without Parish Councils 
(joint representation) 
Recommendation: No change. 

4 The impact of development upon Montacute House has been overstated in 
the landscape addendum, compared to the Historic Environment 
Assessment, whilst the impact in the Coker area has been understated.  
Some views into the Coker option have been ignored. 

Whilst it is recognised that there are some inter-
relationships, it is important to recognise that the two 
assessments are different, and seek to understand 
different impacts on sensitive receptors. It is important 
not to combine or conflate landscape and historic 
environment impacts unless specifically seeking to do 
so through a cumulative impact assessment. 
It is not accepted that there is an imbalance in the 
findings associated with Montacute House and the 
Coker area. The LA has sought to identify the most 
sensitive viewpoints for all the study areas, at a level 
appropriate for a strategic study. 
Recommendation: No change. 
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Ilminster Town Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Object - SA unsound.  
 
Objective 1 - Shudrick is closer to town centre than Canal way and so should 
score better as easier to walk.  Other essential service (post office, youth 
club, schools, dentist) are closer to Shudrick than Canal Way, but focus is on 
medical centre.  Road at Shudrick will make access to town centre easier.   
 
Objective 4 - other services are essential for health, not just medical centre - 
Shudrick should score better as development of Canal Way would reduce 
opportunities to access the land for walking etc.  
 
Objective 5 - Shudrick should score better as it is nearer existing schools, 
pre-schools and adult learning centre.   
 
Objective 6 - it is easier to commit crime at Canal Way as easier access to 
trunk roads, so it should score more negatively.   
 
Objective 7 - Canal Way is questionably closer to employment because there 
are concerns over the viability of Horlicks and Winterhay Lane going to 
housing.  Herne Hill is a tourism hotspot, development will affect it and the 
associated economic gains. Development at Shudrick will better support the 
town centre.  Ilminster Town Council wish to designate the space around 
Herne Hill as a 'green lung' for tourism and do not want to detract from that.  
Have SSDC done an Equalities Impact assessment?  Viability of Coldharbour 
farm would be affected.  
 
Objective 8 - Shudrick closer to public transport hub, link road would enable 
provision of better public transport routes.  Link road could improve 
pedestrian access East. 

The Council has noted the representations on the 
Sustainability Appraisal in relation to Ilminster‟s 
proposed Direction of Growth. 
 
Having considered the points raised the following 
amendments to the Sustainability Appraisal of options is 
proposed: 
 
Recommended Change to SA – Objective 4. Canal 
Way change from „++ / -‟ to „+ / -‟ and change 
supporting text. No change to PMM3 or Policy 
PMT3. 
 
Recommended Change to SA. Objective 8. Shudrick 
Valley change from „++ / -‟ to „+ / -‟ and change 
supporting text. No change to PMM3 or Policy 
PMT3. 
 
Recommended Change to SA. Objective 10 - Canal 
Way change from „0‟ to „-‟ and change supporting 
text. No change to Policy PMT3. 
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Objective 9 - skirt of development along Canal Way should score the site 
more negatively.   
 
Objective 10 - scoring fails to take into account that Canal Way contains 
medieval Deer Park and Stone Age and Roman remains Canal Way abuts 
the only surviving part of the Chard to Ilminster canal, development could 
impact upon this. “The Stop Way Line" is located along Canal Way option.  
Herne Hill gifted to Town Council for residents of Ilminster. 

 
Lopen Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Lopen – supporting evidence is not accurate or sound – Policy SS3 shows 
South Petherton as having commitments of 1.81ha (1.8ha at Lopen Head) – 
this is not the case – site is large due to various planning approvals. Local 
Plan para 7.65 (and M196) states that “Previous association of Lopen Head 
employment can‟t be presumed” indicates an acceptance that Lopen Head is 
a Rural Settlement provision. Justification has been made by developers and 
accepted by SSDC for disproportionately large scale development – if 
approach continues will set a precedent. ME/LOPE/1 in adopted Local plan 
was not listed under employment provision for Rural Centres. Policy is for 
small-scale employment opportunities – no reference to South Petherton. 
PMB 30 recognises the historic approach – Plan now chooses to fully account 
for the site under Rural Centres – South Petherton. PMB 30 Item 6 sets out 
the distribution of jobs growth and Lopen Head site is clearly included in 
South Petherton‟s figures, net effect is that the historic distribution of jobs to 
Rural Centres as a whole is over stated with forward projections equally 
distorted. Job projection based figures are likely to be distorted (see rep for 
detailed figures). 
 

The additional evidence presented as Item 4B: 
Proposed Main Modification Background and Further 
Evidence to the PMB Workshop 30 on the 25th October 
2013 clarifies the relationship between South Petherton 
and Lopen Head Nursery in terms of previous and 
future employment land provision.  
 
Lopen Head has a planning history associated with a 
previous allocation provided for through the Local Plan 
1991 – 2011, along with other associated permissions 
granted on the basis of local and national policies 
allowing for the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, and supporting a prosperous rural 
economy – in particular Paragraph 28 of the NPPF. 
 
Given the existing employment use at Lopen Head, any 
future development proposals would be considered on 
their merits, against a range of emerging Local Plan 
policies, including Policy EP4: Expansion of Existing 
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Businesses in the Countryside. 
 
It is intended (as noted in Item 4B) that the additional 
employment land of 0.66Ha identified for South 
Petherton should be delivered „within the settlement 
boundary or adjacent to it‟. Future decisions on delivery 
of additional employment land will be made alongside 
the wider Local Plan policy framework, including Policy 
SD1, Policy SS1, and Policy SS3. 
Recommendation: No change. 

2 Policy SS3 demonstrates that 50.2ha of employment land is required across 
the District to meet B use jobs growth, existing commitments are stated as 
104.4ha twice that actually required and yet an additional 59.1ha is allocated 
totalling 163.5ha – no justification for this huge excess.  

Noted. Pages 1 to 6 of Item 4B: Proposed Main 
Modification Background and Further Evidence 
presented to PMB Workshop 30 on the 25th October 
2013 sets out the information in relation to the sources 
and evidence base identifying employment demand in 
the District.  
Recommendation: No change. 

3 SSDC has been treating the District Ward of South Petherton as a Rural 
Centre as a whole and assessing planning applications on that basis. This 
approach clearly distorts the figures. Approach is not sound and should be 
corrected. 
 

See answer to point 1 above.  
Recommendation: No change. 

4 Should establish the actual size of Lopen Head development and adjust the 
figures for Rural Settlements accordingly. Re-visit figures filtering miss-
accounting of provision. 

See answer to point 1 above.  
Recommendation: No change. 

 
Martock Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Support the change in employment requirement for Martock/Bower Hinton – 

believe that the “specific large employer” is Unwin Safety Systems. However 

that land on which this company wishes to expand has been approved for 

Noted. 
Recommendation: No change. 
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housing (13/01500/OUT). 

2 Proposed Main Modification does not provide sufficient protection to limit 

development to the target scales due to the current lack of 5 year housing 

land supply. Stronger set of criteria is required to aid Planning Committees in 

their decision making. Already seen approvals in Martock taking the numbers 

40 over the target. 

Noted. The Local Plan established a proactive strategy 
for facilitating growth and investment. The Council is 
working collaboratively with partners and the 
development industry to establish a five-year land 
supply. Recommendation: No change. 

 
Marston Magna Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 A359 already has traffic problems 765 new dwellings would substantially 
increase traffic needing to access the A303. 

Noted. The latest traffic modelling demonstrates that the 
two SUEs will not have a significant impact on the 
highway network. The Highways Agency is satisfied that 
impacts on the A303 are not significant. Furthermore, 
Policy YV6, and Policies TA1, TA3, TA4 and TA5 will to 
minimise car travel and achieve more sustainable travel 
measures. 
Recommendation: No change to PMM2, or Policy 
YV2 or YV6 

2 Concerned regarding impact of flooding on Marston Magna. Noted. Flood risk is included in the SA of options for 
growth options in Yeovil. 
Recommendation: No change. 

 
Mudford Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Appears that housing numbers have been reduced from 2,500 to 1,565 as 
southern location is the only option capable of accommodating 2,500 
dwellings. Generally accepted that the worst case scenario would be the 

Noted. See answer to point 1 in Chilthorne Domer 
Parish Council 
Recommendation: No change. 
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„necklace‟ solution which would result in a large number of dwellings without 
the necessary suitable and adequate infrastructure. However, necklace 
situation already exists around the north of Yeovil with the existing key sites. 
Situation would be exacerbated by the two site urban extension option. 

 
Tintinhull Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 

1 Appears that housing numbers have been reduced from 2,500 to 1,565 as 
southern location is the only option capable of accommodating 2,500 
dwellings. Generally accepted that the worst case scenario would be the 
„necklace‟ solution which would result in a large number of dwellings without 
the necessary suitable and adequate infrastructure. However, necklace 
situation already exists around the north of Yeovil with the existing key sites. 
Situation would be exacerbated by the two site urban extension option. 

Noted. See answer to point 1 in Mudford Parish Council 
Recommendation: No change. 

 
Yeovil Without Parish Council 
 

 Issue/s South Somerset District Council response 
 

1 Appears that housing numbers have been reduced from 2,500 to 1,565 as 
southern location is the only option capable of accommodating 2,500 
dwellings. Generally accepted that the worst case scenario would be the 
„necklace‟ solution which would result in a large number of dwellings without 
the necessary suitable and adequate infrastructure. However, necklace 
situation already exists around the north of Yeovil with the existing key sites. 
Situation would be exacerbated by the two site urban extension option. 

Noted. See answer to point 1 in Tintinhull Parish 
Council. 
Recommendation: No change. 
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Conclusion: Whilst not always resulting in a specific recommended change to the Local Plan many of the issues raised by the Specific 
Consultation Bodies and Prescribed Bodies are very relevant. It is recognised that there will be a need for additional work and on-going 
engagement as part of the Local Plan / masterplanning / site allocations processes to ensure that appropriate and adequate landscape, 
archaeological, flooding and sewage mitigation measures are put in place and that schools and other community infrastructure are provided 
where required. Additional traffic modelling work at Yeovil has already been completed provides further evidence on this issue. 
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Appendix 8 - On-going Co-operation 
The following table sets out South Somerset‟s on-going co-operation with those bodies and organisations where strategic priorities and cross-
border issues continue to be important to the finalisation of the Proposed Main Modifications, and are likely to be matters for discussion at the 
resumed Examination Hearing Sessions. 

 
Date of 
correspondence / 
meeting 

Prescribed Body Issues discussed / raised 

9 January 2014 Devon County Council Telephone conversation and email regarding impact of strategic growth at 
Chard on Axminster (East Devon District). Agreed that this would be raised 
at the next DTC meeting. 
 

14 February 2014 Somerset County Council Series of meetings to discuss: 

 Strategic Planning - impact of recent progress on the LEP and Strategic 
Economic Plan. In depth discussion on Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment  

 Highways Authority (and representatives from Highways Agency) – 
transport and highway capacity at Yeovil and Ilminster, with confirmation 
that Policy YV6 requires revision, and that capacity at Ilminster should 
not be an issue. 

 Education Authority - education provision at Yeovil, Ilminster, Castle 
Cary and Chard. With in-depth discussion on capacity and 
short/medium/long term solutions; 

 Historic environment / archaeology with Senior Historic Environment 
Officer. Discussion on impact of development proposals at Yeovil and 
Ilminster. Confirmation of current evidence base and confirmation of 
SSDC‟s analysis of impacts as described in SA work for both Yeovil and 
Ilminster. 

 Minerals Planning Team – discussing impending Minerals Local Plan 
and impacts on quarries, and aggregates.  

(Full notes of meeting are attached at Appendix 8a). 
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28 January 2014 West Dorset District Council Issues discussed at the meeting included continued co-operation through 
the DTC process, the impact of the proposed Yeovil Urban Extensions and 
the exclusion of the Middle Yeo Valley and Dorset Hillsides option, housing 
requirements and 5 year housing land supply, CIL - opportunities to work 
together and co-ordinate infrastructure delivery, Somerset Growth Plan, 
A358/A303 upgrades, rural diversification and impact of Hinkely Point 
development. 
 

In an email of 29/01/14 WDDC confirmed that that there had been no pre-
application approaches to their development management colleagues about 
the Toll Bridge Farm / 'Middle Yeo' site.  The site overlaps the previously 
assessed WDDC SHLAA site found on pages 5 and 6 of the SHLAA report 
http://www.dorsetforyou.com/media.jsp?mediaid=159922&filetype=pdf, 
although extending further to the north-east.  The SHLAA site had been 
excluded as deliverable on the following basis:  
A large proportion of the northern part of the site is within Flood Risk Zone 3. 
The southern portion of the site occupies the slopes of Babylon Hill that is an 
important sloping landform in terms of defining the eastern extent of Yeovil 
and screening views of the town from the east. When viewing the site from 
the northeast Babylon Hill also provides an important green backdrop 
between the town and the skyline.  
 

28 January 2014 Wiltshire Council Email response to consultation on overall housing provision. 
 

20 February 2014 Sedgemoor District Council 
Taunton Dean Borough Council 
East Devon Council 
North Dorset District Council 
Mendip District Council 
West Somerset Council 
Wiltshire Council 
HoSW LEP  

To ensure that SSDC has accurately addressed any issues which are of 
relevance to each of the prescribed bodies an email was sent to all those 
that had not responded to the Proposed Main Modifications consultation 
giving a further opportunity to comment. Responses were received from the 
following: 
 
East Devon District Council – 21/02/14 
North Dorset District Council – 21/02/14 

http://www.dorsetforyou.com/media.jsp?mediaid=159922&filetype=pdf
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Somerset Clinical Commissioning Group 
Homes and Communities Agency 
National Grid 
Western Power Distribution 
Scottish and Southern Electricity 
Wales and West Utilities 
Somerset and Avon Constabulary 
Devon and Somerset Fire and Rescue 
South Western Ambulance Service NHS 
Trust 
Civil Aviation Authority 
Office of Rail Regulation 
Somerset Drainage Boards Consortium 
SCC Flood Risk Manager:  
Somerset Partnership NHS and Social 
Care Trust 
Yeovil District Hospital NHS Foundation 
Trust  
Network Rail  
First Great Western Trains 
South West Trains  
Transport Somerset  
Somerset Waste Partnership  
BT 
Mobile Operators Association  
 

Homes and Communities Agency – 03/03/14 (auto reply) 
Network Rail – 05/03/14 
Mobile Operators Association – 21/02/14 
 
No new issues were raised as a result of this further consultation. 
 

7 March 2014 Somerset County Council Meeting with Education Department to discuss detailed issues relating to the 
delivery of education provision across the District over the plan period.  

 



 

96 

 

Appendix 8a – Notes of meeting held with Somerset County 
Council, 14 February 2014 
 

Duty to Cooperate and Topic-specific meeting notes 
County Hall, Taunton 

Friday 14 February 2014, 10am – 1.30pm 
 

1. Duty to Cooperate (district wide issues) 

Attendees: Jo Manley (SSDC), Paul Browning (SCC), Paul Wheatley (SSDC), Keith 

Lane (SSDC). 

 

PW outlined Local Plan background, the Proposed Main Modifications (PMMs), and 

timetable for recommencement of the Examination. 

PB gave overview of Local Enterprise Partnership and Somerset Strategic Planning 

Conference – the next SSPC meeting is on March 20th.  Planning needs to help 

deliver solutions to the issues raised by the LEP/production of the Strategic 

Economic Plan (SEP). 

Action: SSDC to update Duty to Cooperate topic paper in advance of the 

hearing sessions. 

 

PB highlighted that Larry Burrows can provide assistance with ecology issues. 

Action: PB to send Service Level Agreement for PW to consider. 

 

2. Transport / Highways capacity (Yeovil, Ilminster) 

Attendees: as item 1, plus Mark Clements (SCC), Andy Roberts (Highways Agency), 

James Purkiss (Halcrow on behalf of Highways Agency). 

 

PW highlighted the key findings of the latest Yeovil traffic modelling study.   

AR: key Highways Agency aims were to limit traffic growth on the strategic route 

network, and promote sustainable travel.   

MC: want to be ambitious with sustainable travel, but 50% non-car travel is not 

considered realistic or achievable. 

Potential options for re-drafting policy YV6 discussed: either keep a non-car 

target/requirement with a lower non-car proportion; or delete references to a non-car 

target/requirement, and have a criterion based policy only. 

Action: SSDC to consider necessary amendments to policy YV6, and send to 

MC, AR, JP for comments. 

 

MC: impact of the urban extension will be very similar wherever located, key concern 

was 50% non-car travel requirement. 

 

Highways Agency are happy that further traffic modelling has been carried out, but 

would like to have time to consider the findings. 

Action: AR/JP to provide feedback on the latest Yeovil traffic modelling studies 

by Wednesday 19 February. 
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AR/JP: the latest modelling studies would have been based on Cartgate roundabout 

without the forthcoming improvements (slip roads on to A3088) programmed through 

pinch point funding – the report should ideally take this into account. 

Action: MC to provide traffic flow information from the model to the HA 

regarding Cartgate roundabout so that the HA are able to have an informed 

view on the traffic impact at this location, by Wednesday 19 February.   

 

AR mentioned the feasibility study being produced for the A303/358/30 with the aim 

of improving the strategic performance of the whole route.  Funding is not necessarily 

guaranteed, but Ministers have said these potential improvements warrant “special 

attention”.  The decision to fund or not will be announced just prior to the Autumn 

2014 budget statement. 

 

AR/JP: need some high level evidence for the impact of the Canal Way direction of 

growth at Ilminster on Southfields roundabout e.g. AM and PM peak.  Not expecting 

this to be an issue, but would like evidence to inform the Highways Agency view. 

Action: MC to provide information to the HA regarding the potential level of 

traffic that could impact on the Southfields roundabout, to enable the 

Highways Agency to take a view on the traffic impact, by Wednesday 19 

February. 

 

Action: SSDC, SCC highways, and the Highways Agency to maintain regular 

communication up to the hearing sessions. 

 

3. Education (Yeovil, Ilminster, Castle Cary, Chard) 

Attendees: as item 1, plus David Clews (SCC) and Charlie Field (SCC) 

Yeovil 
DC disappointed at the PMM to change from a single, larger sustainable urban 
extension at Yeovil to two smaller areas; as this removes an element of certainty 
about when and where a secondary school site could be delivered in Yeovil. 
Work is required to more thoroughly understand the issues and options for delivering 
a secondary school in Yeovil. This includes a detailed assessment of the capacity 
within the existing 3 secondary schools, and the ability to increase capacity and for 
how long. This work should investigate the potential level of S.106 / CIL 
contributions, and given it is not possible to identify a site at this stage, outline how a 
long term strategy can be produced to resolve secondary school issues within Yeovil.  
Action: SSDC to consider preparing an Education topic paper containing 
scenarios and an action plan on delivering a secondary school in Yeovil. 
DC: useful evidence will be in the Schools Organisation Plan which compares school 
rolls against capacities; and the School Population Forecast 2013 – both documents 
are on the SCC website.  Analysis on school catchment areas also exists. 

 Action: DC will send analysis on school catchment areas to SSDC.  
DC did some work for Taunton Deane looking at growth in the housing trajectory and 
the number of children that this generates. 
Action: SSDC to work with DC to assess SSDC‟s housing trajectory and the 
number of school aged children this generates. 

 Ilminster 
DC: Greenfylde has just been extended and is at capacity; there is potential capacity 
at Swanmead and Wadham.  Need an additional primary school in Ilminster, but this 
is not yet in the capital programme.  The direction of growth at Canal Way gives 
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greater certainty that a primary school can be delivered, especially as the land is 
owned by Somerset County Council. 

 Castle Cary 
DC: Some scope to accommodate additional children within existing schools, 
however, no physical capacity to extend the size of the primary schools. There is 
potential for a new primary school in the direction of growth to meet future 
requirements.  CF: a scheme is to be submitted shortly in the direction of growth 
including employment, a road and an identified site for a primary school. 
Chard 
There is a need for a new primary school at Chard as all 3 primary schools will be 
over capacity by 2017. 
Action: PW to discuss with SSDC Development Manager regarding 
contributions to a new primary school in Chard. 

4. Historic environment / Archaeology (Yeovil and Ilminster) 

Attendees: as item 1, plus Steve Membery (SCC) 

 

Yeovil 

SM: there is no connection between the Upper Mudford direction of growth and the  

settings of the West Mudford medieval settlement Moated site at Hinton Farm and 

the Deserted medieval village of Nether Adber designated assets, and English 

Heritage haven‟t raised an issue so development should be acceptable. The 

shrunken settlement adjacent to the north is not designated so not nationally 

significant – and is also some distance from the Sustainable Urban Extension.  Need 

to separate landscape and historic environment issues.   

 

SM: there is likely to be locally/regionally significant sub-surface archaeology in the 

Upper Mudford direction of growth – geophysical survey and trial trench evaluation 

should occur prior to developing a masterplan.  There is potential to excavate if 

locally important, and also undertake archaeological outreach to inform the 

community of findings. 

 

The Coker direction of growth requires mitigation, although the setting of the Roman 

Villa is largely confined to the site itself with little linkage to the outside world e.g. 

hedgerows are much more recent. 

 

Ilminster 

JM: the Archaeological Issues report and later statement submitted by SM is sound. 

 

5. Minerals 

Attendees: as item 1, plus Guy Robinson (SCC) and Heather Brown (SCC) 

 

GR: Waste Core Strategy adopted last year – do Waste Site Allocations after 

completing the Minerals Plan.  The Minerals and Waste Local Development Scheme 

has recently been updated. 

Consultation on the Minerals Local Plan (MLP) „pre-submission‟ stage is due to begin 

in March 2014.  Key issues for South Somerset are safeguarding, building stone, and 

oil and gas. 
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Discussion on SSDC comments submitted on Minerals Preferred Options, 

particularly on safeguarding.  GR outlined this policy (SMP14) was to prompt 

dialogue, and whilst the MLP does provide a positive framework for small scale 

extraction for “needed” building stone types, potential including new areas of working, 

in practice safeguarding was more likely to be an issue if non-mineral development 

was proposed adjacent to existing minerals development sites. 

 

6. Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

Attendees: as item 1. 

 

PB: Reflecting changes to the planning system and revocation of the RSS, SCC have 

had no involvement in SHMAs since 2011 and there is no appetite for a county-wide 

SHMA as different districts relate to different areas – South Somerset is relatively 

self-contained. 

 

PW: there is potential to update the SHMA – PB suggests doing this through 

Somerset Strategic Planning Conference, Strategic Housing Officers Group and Duty 

to Cooperate meetings. 


