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SOUTH SOMERSET LOCAL PLAN 2006-2028 

EXAMINATION – POST SUSPENSION 

BOYER PLANNING LTD ON BEHALF OF ABBEY MANOR GROUP      

ISSUE 1: DUTY TO CO-OPERATE, PUBLIC CONSULTATION AND THE COUNCIL’S 

OVERALL STRATEGY (INCLUDING PMM1) 

 

 

1. Abbey Manor Group (AMG) appeared at the 2013 Examination at a number of hearing sessions 

including the spatial strategy of the plan and the approach to the future direction of growth.   

2. AMG supported the inclusion of the (then) Yeovil Sustainable Urban Extension in Policy YV2 of the 

Submission version of the Local Plan for the reasons summarised in its previous Hearing Statement 

for Issue 6.  For the avoidance of doubt, AMG continue to support the principle of development in 

that location.   

3. Notwithstanding, in its representations to the 2012 Submission version of the Local Plan, AMG 

proposed the inclusion of an urban extension to the north east of Yeovil. 

4. It follows that AMG support the overall strategy so far as the directions of future growth at Yeovil is 

concerned as intended by the Proposed Main Modifications and specifically the Upper Mudford Site.  

In this context SSDC, SCC and AMG have prepared a Statement of Common Ground in respect of 

the Upper Mudford Urban Extension.   

5. This Hearing Statement focuses on Questions 1.3 and 1.4.   

A sound process of sustainability appraisal and testing of alternatives   

6. The background to the Proposed Main Modifications that relate to the future growth of Yeovil is 

well known and need not be repeated in detail.  In summary, following the Local Plan Examination 

Inspector’s preliminary findings (July 2013), the District Council undertook more detailed work on 

potential alternative locations for a Sustainable Urban Extension (see para 2.2 of CD159). 

7. The District Council undertook further assessment work, which included a Sustainability Appraisal, 

to order to inform growth options around Yeovil (para 2.3 of CD159).  This addition work, 

presented principally in the Strategic Growth Options for Yeovil – Sustainability Report (CD161) 

considers ‘reasonable alternatives for growth options in Yeovil’.  We do not disagree with the District 

Council that the Enfusion work provides a “clear and concise appraisal” (para 2.4 of CD159).    

8. In particular, we agree that the “reasonable alternatives” have been appropriately considered.  The 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is clear; for a Local Plan to be found justified “the plan 

should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives” (paragraph 182).  
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9. The NPPG states: 

“Reasonable alternatives are the different realistic options considered by the plan-maker in 

developing the policies in its plan.  They must be sufficiently distinct to highlight the 

different sustainability implications of each so that meaningful comparisons can be made.  

The alternatives must be realistic and deliverable” (Reference 11-019).   

10. In this context we concur with the approach outlined in CD161 (paras 3.9 – 3.13) and the 

justification for the approach adopted to testing reasonable alternatives, guided both by the overall 

Spatial Strategy defined by Policy SS1 and by the proportionate exercise associated with this stage of 

plan making.   

11. This approach is further explained in paras 3.15 – 3.17 of CD161 and we note in particular that the 

work undertaken was not simply a re-appraisal of existing assessment work but new evidence was 

commissioned, critically in the respect of landscape sensitivity and capacity given its status as a key 

factor in differentiating between options.  Accordingly, we note and agree with six potential strategic 

directions for growth at Yeovil which were identified (these are variously referred to as Areas of 

Search) (CD161, para 3.18)1   

12. We note also and understand the rationale for selecting locations that are capable of accommodating 

a scale of development that could achieve balanced, mixed and accessible communities (i.e. a 

threshold of 500 dwellings (CD161, para 3.22).  Such a principle accords fully with para 37 and 38 of 

the NPPF.    

13. Paras 3.21 – 3.24 (of CD161) outlines the realistic strategic options for delivering the residual 

requirement of 1565 dwellings at Yeovil within the plan period – in effect reducing the six potential 

strategic directions for growth to four option (Areas B, C, D and the multi-site option).  The 

explanation for rejecting Search Areas E and F is given in paras 3.24 – 3.26.  We do not demur from 

these conclusions.   

14. The four options identified in para 3.23 where then subject to an independent Sustainability 

Appraisal. Each was assessed independently and then comparatively.  The results of this assessment 

process are presented in the matrices at Appendix II of CD161.  Again, we do not demur from the 

conclusions drawn and which are summarised in paras 3.30 – 3.37. 

15. Critically, a multi-site option formed from a combination of the areas assessed independently was 

also considered as part of the assessment process.  This is explained in paras 3.38– 3.42 of CD161. 

16. Table 3.3 of CD161 presents the comparative appraisal of options for strategic growth at Yeovil.  

Whilst this illustrates some key differentiations between the options, there is no clear preferred 

option arising from the Sustainability Appraisal.   

17. As a consequence of this, planning judgement must be exercised in order to determine how future 

development is best located.  This is acknowledged in para 2.8 of CD159 and the criterion used to 

inform these judgements are set out in the document entitled Enfusion Site Choice Selection Criteria 

(CD162/163).   

                                                      
1
 A: Brympton D’Evercy 

B: Coker 
C: Middle Yeo Valley and Dorset Hillsides 
D: Upper Mudford 
E: Yeovil Marsh 
F: Land north and west of Lufton 
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18. The criteria, and importantly the associated reasoning, are strongly related to planning policy 

objectives both in the emerging Local Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework.  The 

application of such criteria in determining the identification of two urban extensions – to the north 

east and south of the town - is thus wholly appropriate and sound.  In this regard, relevant 

information relating to the Upper Mudford site is included within the Statement of Common 

Ground prepared by SSDC, SCC and AMG.   

19. Section 4 of CD161 provides the reasons why, having undertaken the SA and considered the 

identified Assessment Criteria, the LPA, firstly rejected the development of single urban extension at 

the four potential locations, secondly rejected the multi-site options comprising Areas A and C and 

finally the choose the combination of Sites B and D.  The reasons given are as follows: 

 

Areas B and D were selected because it is considered that a reduced scale of development over 2 sites will: 

- Improve deliverability/viability; 

- Reduce the site specific impacts upon infrastructure and allow the council to make use of CIL to provide facilities 

in the most appropriate location; 

- Reduce the loss of Grade 1 agricultural land on Area B; 

- Reduce the potential negative effects on heritage assets through development in Area B; 

- Reduce impacts on the landscape by containing built form within logical landscape boundaries; 

- Link well with the existing community and offer the potential for improvements to routes and services over a wider 

area; and 

- Still deliver services and facilities to the benefit of the surrounding community. 

 

20. AMG support this. 

 

Evidence underpinning the selection of the preferred strategy 

21. The process by which the preferred strategy that includes urban extensions to the north east and 

south of the town respectively was selected has been described in the preceding Section.  The 

reasoning behind this is repeated above.  The evidence upon which this was based in summarised in 

the following paragraphs.   

 

22. Deliverability and Viability: CD163 provides the LPA’s Criterion Assessment.  It rightly records that, 

for the Upper Mudford Site, the land concerned has been included within the Strategic Housing 

Land Availability Assessment and that the landowner has shown a clear interest in the land being 

developed.  As is described in the SOCG the area of land identified in the Proposed Main 

Modification is controlled by AMG under a promotion agreement with two landowners.  

Furthermore, AMG have prepared an outline planning application for a scheme founded upon Policy 

YV2 which will shortly be submitted to the LPA.  AMG anticipate development commencing in 

2016 and an average of 100 completions per annum being realised.      

 

23. Infrastructure Deliverability/Services and Facilities:  There is no impediment to the provision of 

infrastructure necessary to support the development of Upper Mudford and no strategic 

infrastructure is required.  Utility infrastructure can be satisfactorily upgraded or reinforced locally.   
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24. As part of the further assessment work to reconsider growth options around the town, SSDC/SCC 

commissioned Parsons Brinckerhoff to assess the traffic impacts of the strategic development 

proposals split across the two directions of growth identified in the Proposed Main Modifications 

(CD164).  Various traffic modelling scenarios were tested involving four different options.  The 

conclusions of the report are that the “difference between the different development options and travel demand 

scenarios are subtle and limited with no obvious preferred option. The background traffic growth to 2026 is the major 

contributor to deterioration of highway network performance, rather than the specific impacts of the proposed 

development sites.  With regards to the development options, where the development quantum is spread over two sites, 

impacts upon the highway network are less significant, as the traffic is diluted between the north and south of Yeovil”. 

25. Community infrastructure can  be provided as part of the Upper Mudford development which will 

also benefit the adjoining Wyndham Park development which is recognised as having a deficit of 

such facilities.  Critically, the Upper Mudford site can provide a site for a double primary school for 

this reason.   

26. Improvements will also be provided to local public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure 

following discussions with the Council’s Transport Officer and the local bus operators as 

summarised in the SOCG.   

27. Agricultural land classification: CD135 provides a composite Agricultural Land Classification map.  This 

identifies the Upper Mudford site as primarily Grade 3b land with a smaller area of Grade 2 and 3a. 

Whilst the site’s development will result in the loss of a certain amount of Best and Most Versatile 

agricultural land, a reduced scale of development over two sites would not lead to a significant loss of 

Grade 1 and 2. 

28. Heritage assets: As there are no equivalent heritage assets in the Upper Mudford site in comparison 

with Option B at Coker accommodating development in this location will correspondingly reduce 

the potential negative effects on such assets in that location.   

29. Minimising landscape impact:   The ‘Yeovil Peripheral Landscape Study Addendum’ and the ‘Report of 

the Landscape Architect for PMB’ (CD68) concludes that “The smaller option (600-800 dwellings) is better 

related to the existing town, and the evolving Wyndham Park site, extending east from the A359 to cross Primrose 

Lane, to butt against the northwest edge of Wyndham Park. By laying within credible landscape boundaries, and 

having capacity for ready mitigation, the smaller site is the preferred landscape option in this quarter of the town”.   

30. The SOCG describes the various inherent mitigation measures that can form part of a development 

proposal, namely provision of additional planting, retention and strengthening of existing hedgerows, 

avoiding development on the more steeply sloping eastern edge of the site, creating a robust 

landscaped edge to the north, setting development back from Mudford Hill and limiting 

development to two storeys.  These are all measures that will result in the successful integration and 

assimilation of new development in this location.   

31. Linkages to existing communities:   The Upper Mudford site is contiguous with the existing built up area 

of Yeovil.  The site is in a sustainable location close to an existing range of services and facilities that 

would offer a range of travel choices for residents, employees and visitors by all modes of transport. 

Its accessibility is described in the SOCG.  To capitalise upon these characteristics a strategy has been 

developed that would lead to the implementation of walking, cycling and bus infrastructure that 

would help encourage residents, employees and regular visitors associated with the site to travel more 

sustainably.  These measures as described in the SOCG.   
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32. It is readily apparent that there exists clear evidence demonstrating how and why the preferred 

strategy as encapsulated in the Proposed Main Modifications was selected and that this represents the 

most appropriate strategy in the circumstances. 

 

OJ/12.812 


