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South Somerset District Council Local Plan EiP 

 

Position statement made by Smiths Gore on behalf of Jesus College, 

Oxford & Trinity College, Cambridge. 

 

ISSUE 1: Duty to Co-operate, Public Consultation and the Council’s Overall Strategy 

(including PMM1) 

 

1.3 In broad terms are the Main Modifications based on a sound process of 

sustainability appraisal and testing of alternatives? 

 

• The Inspector required the Council to undertake a “genuine reassessment of the 

situation”. It is not considered that such a reassessment has been undertaken as 

the Council simply reassessed the four sites which had already been assessed 

without including any additional sites around Yeovil or reconsidering the option 

of adopting of a multi-site approach including alternative sites to those already 

assessed. 

 

• Without undertaking this type of reassessment it is not considered that the 

necessary ‘genuine reassessment of the situation’, as requested by the 

Inspector, has taken place. As such it is not considered that the approach to the 

delivery of housing in Yeovil, as outlined in the Proposed Main Modifications 

document and in respect of policies YV1, YV2, YV6 and SS5, is justified. Nor will 

this approach lead to the delivery of the necessary homes within and around 

Yeovil over the Plan period, which is a critical factor in the success, or otherwise, 

of the new Plan. 

 

1.4 Is there clear evidence demonstrating how and why the preferred strategy (as 

encapsulated in the Main Modifications) was selected? Does it represent the 

most appropriate strategy in the circumstances? 

 

• South Somerset District Council recently produced an update to the Annual 

Monitoring Report (AMR), published on 20th November 2013 and presented to 

the District Executive Committee on 5th December 2013. The AMR update also 

explains that, of the projected 3,870 houses to be built, only 31% will be built in 

Yeovil, down from 45% in last year’s update of the AMR. This reduction in 

housing delivery in Yeovil clearly underlines the issue which is presently 

occurring within and around Yeovil, which is the largest and most sustainable 

settlement within the District. 

 

• Within the Proposed Submission Local Plan, Yeovil is designated as a 

‘Strategically Significant Town’ and is to serve as the prime focus for 

development in the District. This designation is a reflection of the significance of 

the town and its role and function within South Somerset. Therefore it is clear 

that more homes need to be located at Yeovil in the short, medium and longer 

term of the Plan period, but particularly in the first five years in order to address 

the significant under supply that presently exists. 

 

• The overall strategy for Yeovil still fails to allow sufficient flexibility in order to 

ensure the homes that are required now in the town, come forward in a timely 

manner. The modification of the strategy to propose two separate Sustainable 

Urban Extensions (SUEs) remains a woefully inadequate approach to addressing 
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the shortfall and the existing issues with delivery in the town during the first five 

year period of the Plan. 

 

• The infrastructure requirement of the two sites are considerable and there is 

very little known of exactly how the SUEs will be delivered, indeed their location 

remains fairly vague. The masterplanning process will not progress until a 

further DPD is prepared entitled the Site Allocations DPD. The preparation of this 

DPD will take some time and the latest Local Development Scheme prepared by 

the Council (January 2013) indicated that this document would be adopted at 

least 20 months after the adoption of the Local Plan. 

 

• Speed of delivery is also an issue with the need for additional housing in Yeovil 

growing rapidly. There is the potential for housing delivery to be slower than 

expected as the significant proportion of both sites are in the ownership of the 

same developer. This fact could undermine the ability of the developer to deliver 

housing at the necessary speed. The developer is unlikely to want to deliver 

higher number of units on each site so as to undermine the value on either site 

whilst practical reasons may mean that their capacity will not allow them to build 

at the necessary delivery rates. 

 

• This modified approach may be the preferred strategy for SSDC, but there is a 

strong risk that if the implementation of either or both of the urban extensions is 

delayed for any reason that insufficient homes will be provided and that the 

entire strategy for the district will be put at risk. To ensure that this doesn’t 

happen the Council must take a more flexible approach. 

 

• As part of a modified multi-site approach the land at Stone Farm and Mudford 

Road (Appendix A) presents a strong case for an allocation suitable to address 

those issues with the latest strategy and contribute to the delivery of housing in 

Yeovil in the short to medium term. As has been described in previous 

submissions the site is very well located to the northern boundary of the town, 

easily accessible and could deliver homes within the first five years of the Plan 

period. 

 

• The site at Stone Farm and Mudford Road also has significant benefits when 

considered alongside the harmful impact the proposed southern site at Coker 

would have upon heritage assets and Grade 1 agricultural land. The southern 

site sits adjacent to the Scheduled Ancient Monument known as the ‘Roman Villa 

North of Dunnock’s Lane’ in close proximity to Barwick Park, a Grade II* listed 

park and garden. The development of a SUE of some 800 homes, a new primary 

school, health centre and neighbourhood centre will clearly have an adverse 

impact upon the setting of these heritage assets which will be very difficult to 

mitigate. 

 

• Further concern relating to the proposed southern SUE at Coker relates to the 

Agricultural Land Classification. All of the land within the proposed direction of 

growth for the southern SUE at Coker falls into the Grade 1 category, described 

as excellent. Natural England estimated in 2012 that only 21% of farmland fell 

into Grades 1 and 2 with the smaller percentage of that in grade 1. This is the 

land which is most flexible, productive and efficient in response to inputs and 

which can best deliver future crops for food and non-food uses such as biomass, 

fibres and pharmaceuticals. It is therefore clear that there is a need to protect 

this land from development if suitable alternatives exist. The majority of the site 

at Stone Farm and Mudford Road is classified as Grade 3 land with a significant 

proportion falling into the Grade 3b (moderate) classification. Clearly then this 
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site presents a more suitable alternative to accommodate development around 

Yeovil to that which is proposed at Coker, to the south of the town. 

 

1.5 Is there a five year supply of housing sites (with appropriate buffer) and is the 

housing trajectory sound? 

 

• The recent AMR update indicates that the Council consider that they have a 

deliverable housing land supply of 4 years 6 months, which is someway short of 

the five years required by the National Planning Policy Framework (the 

Framework). However this assessment does not include any buffer, also required 

by the Framework, which as a minimum should be 5% but where there is a 

record of persistent under delivery of housing (as is the case in South Somerset) 

that buffer should be increased to 20%. 

 

• Using the Councils own figures within the AMR update the result is a housing 

requirement to March 2018 of 5,186 dwellings (4,322 + 20%). The AMR update 

identifies Housing Trajectory Land Supply (sites identified as available, suitable 

and viable for the next five years and including planning commitments) as 3,870 

which results in a shortfall of 1,316 dwellings meaning that the Council can 

actually only argue to have an approximately 3 year 8 month housing land 

supply, some considerable way short of the 5 years required by the Framework. 

In order to meet this housing need over the next five-year period the Council 

will be required to deliver 1,037 dwellings per annum, as a housing target 

(rather than the 864 dwellings per annum identified within the AMR update). 

 

• The housing trajectory as proposed will therefore fail to meet the full, objectively 

assessed needs of the District over the plan period and must be revised upwards 

in order to be sound. 

 

1.6 Is the Council’s removal of the reference to the provision of 935 dwellings 

after the end of the Plan period (policies YV1 and YV2) appropriate? 

 

• The deletion of any reference to the 935 dwellings, which were previously 

proposed to be delivered after the plan period, impacts upon the flexibility that 

the additional units provided to the Plan. It had to be the assumption that if the 

previously outlined strategy did come forward within the Plan period and market 

forces indicated that further dwellings were to be required in the Plan period, 

this provision would allow the flexibility required. Without this flexibility there is 

more uncertainty and more potential for further under delivery. 

 

Brief Conclusions 

 

1.0 The Councils overall housing strategy remains unsound. 

 

2.0 This section of the plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with 

national policy, for the following reasons; 

 

• The plan is not positively prepared as it does not set out to address the existing 

under-provision of deliverable housing land or meet the full, objectively assessed 

needs of the District. The strategy will hamper this due to it’s over reliance upon 

the two SUEs which face many challenges to their delivery.  

• The strategy is not justified as the alternatives have not been properly assessed. 

Furthermore, in order to deliver housing where and when it is needed, the two 

SUEs are not the most appropriate strategy when considered against the 
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reasonable alternative of employing a more dispersed approach to housing 

delivery.  

• The approach is not effective as it will not deliver the necessary levels of growth 

required within Yeovil which will undermine the overall strategy of the plan 

rendering it undeliverable. 

• The plan is not consistent with national policy as it will not deliver a flexible supply 

of housing that would ensure sufficient delivery of new homes without delay and 

throughout the plan period as required by paragraph 14 of the Framework. 

 

3.0 The plan can be made sound through the allocation of additional land for housing at 

Yeovil to ensure delivery at an appropriate time and appropriate rate will be achievable. 

The proposed southern SUE at Coker does not reflect the optimum location for a large 

scale allocation at Yeovil and a far less constrained and more appropriate location four 

housing development exists at Stone Farm and Mudford Road. The land at Stone Farm 

and Mudford Road (Appendix A) is considered to be one the most appropriate locations 

for residential development around Yeovil, would ensure flexibility within the new Local 

Plan and could immediately address the existing under-provision of housing land 

supply. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

 
Land at Stone Farm & Mudford Road, Yeovil 


