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Introduction
1. This consultation statement has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of
Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012. The
regulations define a consultation statement as a document which:
a. contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the
proposed neighbourhood development plan;
b. explains how they were consulted;
c. summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and
d. describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where
relevant, addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.
2. The Castle Cary & Ansford Neighbourhood Plan (the NP) has been prepared on behalf of
Castle Cary Town Council (CCTC) and Ansford Parish Council by a working group of local
people. The group was formed as a result of a CCTC Planning meeting in July 2014 which
was attended by around 80 members of the public who had come to protest against an
application for development of about 165 houses off Station Road. Volunteers from the
community offered their services to help the Town Council (and Ansford Parish Council)
to write a Neighbourhood Plan.
3. A formal application for designation of the NP area was made to South Somerset District
Council (SSDC) on 19 February 2015, and the designation was approved on 4 June 2015.

Preliminary consultations
4. From the outset, the working group was keen to ensure that the NP would represent the
views of as wide a range of local people and organisations as possible. To that end, they
embarked on a continuing programme of consultation and awareness raising, publicised
in the local town newsletter, distributed quarterly to all households in Castle Cary and
Ansford parishes (approximately 1500), supplemented by notifications using the Cary
Crier, an email message system established in 2014 and now sent to around 300 local
email addresses.
5. We include as Appendix 1 extracts from the quarterly Newsletter as follows:
a. Autumn 2014 – seeking additional members for the newly established working
group, especially those with professional or legal knowledge
b. Winter 2014 – a progress report indicating work in progress
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c. Spring 2015 – a further progress report, confirming continuing work
d. Summer 2015 – a full page setting out the principal issues
e. Autumn 2015 – a further progress report indicating that consultation meetings
were being held and inviting people to sign up to the Cary Crier for further news
f. Spring 2016 – indicating that a draft document would be available shortly
g. Summer 2017 – announcing that the team would be available for discussions at
the annual town meeting on 16 May 2017
6. During this initial period, the members of the NP working group held informal meetings
with a variety of local groups and organisations with two main aims, firstly of raising
awareness and appreciation of the significance of the NP and secondly to develop their
own understanding of the main issues facing the NP area. Such meetings included:
10 January 2015

NP working group held an open “awareness morning”

10 March and 6 May 2015

NP group meet primary school head teacher

11 May 2015

NP group meet head of Ansford Academy

19 May 2015

Presentation at CCTC annual town meeting

7 July 2015

NP group meet local businesses and retailers

31 July 2015

NP group members meet Julia Ridge at Taunton re
schools

22 October 2015

Talk to Brue Valley Rotary Club

26 November 2015

Talk to governors and head of CC Primary School

8 December 2015

Meeting with principal, Ansford Academy

18 January 2016

Presentation to Y11 pupils, Ansford Academy

21 January 2016

Consultation with Y11 parents, Ansford Academy

29 January 2016

Consultation with parents, CC Primary School

7. Meetings were also held the two District Councillors representing the NP area and with
the local Member of Parliament.
8. Whilst no formal minutes are available, particular issues recorded at this stage as being
of significance were:
a. Concerns about the number of houses being permitted compared with the
absence of new employment opportunities
b. The importance of education in general terms, and concerns about how and
where the primary school could be extended in the light of increasing housebuilding in the town
c. The relationship of the primary school to the town centre as a whole and its
implications for footfall in the town centre
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d. The potential for tourism to increase footfall in the town centre
e. The poor quality of the local road network and the adverse impacts of heavy
goods vehicles
9. The main public event during this period was a drop-in session arranged on Saturday 31
October 2015. Saturday mornings are well-established times in Castle Cary for local
organisations to publicise their activities at the Market House in the form of coffee
mornings, and an event at the Market House with displays and NP group members
available was seen as the most effective way of advertising the preparation and
importance of the NP. Plans and documents relating to the main issues were on display
and approximately 170 people attended.
10. Public response at the event was invited by seeking comments on aspects of the plan to
be written on self-adhesive post-it notes. These responses were transcribed and are now
set out at Appendix 2.
11. Early drafts of the NP were prepared during the first half of 2016 and discussions were
held with SSDC officers, but progress was delayed because members of the working
group were involved in making representations on further planning applications, and
two subsequent planning appeals, relating to proposed housing developments in the
designated NP area. A public inquiry into the appeals was held during the first two
weeks of October 2016 and the decisions were issued on 12 January 2017.
12. In October 2017, following a period of review and re-drafting in the light of the appeal
decisions, a draft plan was sent to SSDC for screening in accordance with Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA). The
screening report concluded that, in the light of responses from consultees and the
council’s own findings, there was no requirement for a full SEA or HRA to be undertaken,
thus clearing the way for the next stages.

Regulation 14 Consultation
13. In February 2018, a pre-submission draft plan was published under Regulation 14. The
requirements of this regulation are that:
a. appropriate publicity should be given to
i. details of the proposals for the NP
ii. details of where and when it may be inspected
iii. how representations may be made
iv. the date by which representations should be made
b. statutory and other bodies (identified in Schedule 1 to the Regulations) should be
consulted
c. a copy of the NP should be sent to the local planning authority.
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14. Publicity was given to the draft NP in the following ways:
a. Notification in the February 2018 edition of the Castle Cary and Ansford
Newsletter, delivered free of charge to all households in the parishes of Castle
Cary and Ansford between 21 and 26 February (copy attached as Appendix 3)
b. A separate flyer inserted within the newsletter, providing a specific reminder of
the publication of the NP and setting out further details (copy at Appendix 4)
c. Creation of a website specifically established to provide full details of the NP,
how it had come to be written and how to make representations:
www.castlecaryansfordnp.uk/
d. Notification on the Castle Cary Town website http://www.castle-cary.co.uk/ and
the Ansford Parish Council website http://www.parish-council.com/ansford/,
each site also providing links to the new NP website
e. Notices placed on local noticeboards throughout the town (copy at Appendix 5)
f. Large banner placed on the Market House, notifying the public of an all-day
“drop-in” consultation event to be held at the Market House on Saturday 17
March
g. A letter to major businesses within the NP area inviting them to be represented
at a breakfast meeting on Thursday 15 March (see Appendix 6 for letter of
invitation and Appendix 7 for list of invitees)
h. A letter to smaller businesses and local community organisations inviting them to
be represented at an informal evening “drop-in” session on Friday 16 March (see
Appendix 8 for letter of invitation and Appendix 9 for list of invitees)
i.

A window display in the Bailey Hill Bookshop, Fore Street, Castle Cary (see photos
at Appendix 10)

15. For the business and community meetings and for the public drop-in session, a display
was prepared showing, for each section of the NP, the broad approach of the plan and
the relevant draft policies. (copy at Appendix 11)
16. All publicity material indicated that the draft NP could be inspected at the CCTC offices
at the Market House during normal office hours, and that it could be viewed and
downloaded from the NP website. Copies of the draft NP were available on loan from
the CCTC office and the Bailey Hill Bookshop.
17. All publicity material indicated that representations could be made:
a. by email to npconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk
b. via the contact page on the NP website
c. in writing to NP Consultation c/o the CCTC office
d. in writing or verbally at the “drop-in” event.
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18. All publicity material indicated that representations should be received by 1 May 2018,
approximately 9 weeks from the final delivery of newsletters on 26 February, and well in
excess of the six-week statutory minimum period.
19. Statutory and other bodies were notified of the publication of the draft NP and the 1
May deadline by email on 9 March 2018. A full schedule of those consulted is attached
as Appendix 12.
20. A copy of the draft NP was formally submitted to SSDC by email on 9 March 2018.
21. In accordance with the requirements of Regulation 14, we confirm that we have
consulted:
a. District, County and parish councils in or adjoining the area
b. Homes and Communities Agency
c. Natural England
d. Environment Agency
e. English Heritage
f. Network Rail
g. Highways Agency
h. Primary Care Trusts (Now CCGs)
i.

Utility providers – electricity, gas, water, sewerage

j.

Voluntary bodies whose activities benefit all or any part of the NP area as listed
at Appendix 10

k. The body which represents interests of different religious groups in the NP area ,
"Churches Together in Castle Cary and Ansford”, together with the individual
churches in the area (included in the list at Appendix 10)
22. The regulation also requires us to consult:
a. Bodies which represent interests of persons carrying on business in the NP area:
at the time of the consultation, the Castle Cary Chamber of Commerce had not
been established, but the emerging organisation was aware of the process
through its representatives being consulted individually (see lists at Appendices 7
and 9).
b. Bodies which represent interests of disabled persons in the NP area: We are not
aware of any body representing such interests in the NP area.
c. Bodies which represent interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups: We
are not aware of any body representing such interests in the NP area.
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Responses to the Consultation
23. Responses to the consultation were received in the following ways:
a. The business breakfast meeting on 15 March was attended by representatives
from five local companies and notes of the responses are included as Appendix
13
b. The business and community organisation evening “drop in” on 16 March was
attended by 15 representatives of local businesses and organisations including
six shop owners/traders and the chairpersons of Caryford Community Hall and
the local branch of the University of the Third Age.
c. The public all-day drop-in session on 17 March was attended by approximately
100 people, with comments received via ‘post-it’ notes and other written and
verbal messages. (Photographs of the event are provided at Appendix 14)
d. Approximately 30 email messages were received from local residents and
community organisations before the advertised closing date of 1 May
24. Responses from all these sources have been disaggregated and ordered into the same
sequence as the NP chapters and are set out in this form in Appendix 15. We note the
wide measure of support for the draft NP in both general and specific terms; many of
the matters raised reflect those previously identified at the earlier consultation stages in
2015, including:
a. Maintaining the special character of the town as a small market town
b. Concerns about the absence of progress in developing brownfield sites
c. Concerns about the conflict between heavy goods vehicles and the residential
environment
d. Need to support town centre businesses
e. A clear preference for retaining and expanding the primary school on its present
site
25. On housing matters, there were representations from SSDC, and from potential
developers, in respect of draft policy HOU2, suggesting that, as drafted, it was not in
accordance with the Local Plan; these contrasted with comments from local residents
primarily concerned at the absence of affordable housing in the NP area.
26. We can only express disappointment at the failure of the County Council to provide a
response on either highway or education matters. The future of primary education in
the town remains a matter of considerable concern to the NP councils and to local
residents.
27. Responses from other statutory consultees are set out at Appendix 16 and we note the
generally supportive tone of these.
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Alterations to the Plan
28. Given the substantial input from initial consultation prior to preparation of the plan,
followed by a generally favourable response to the Regulation 14 draft, it has not been
seen necessary to make major alterations to the NP. Nevertheless, all the
representations have been carefully considered and Appendix 15 includes a commentary
on the more significant or contentious issues and shows the basis on which significant
changes have been made to the NP as a result. These include:
a. re-drafting and re-organising the aims of the NP to provide greater clarity and
consistency throughout the document
b. modifying policy HOU2 to clarify that it is not intended to promote direct conflict
with the Local Plan
c. including a full justification for the designation of each of the local open spaces
29. At the same time, the opportunity has been taken to make textual changes for purposes
of correction, clarification or updating.
30. Overall, we conclude that the programme of consultation for the NP has been
comprehensive and fully compliant with the requirements of the regulations.

Appendices
1. Extracts from CC+A newsletters, Autumn 2014 – Summer 2017
2. Notes from consultation coffee morning 31 October 2015
3. Extract from CC+A newsletter, February 2018
4. Flyer inserted with February 2018 newsletter
5. Public notice as displayed
6. Letter of invitation to major businesses
7. List of invitees to business breakfast
8. Letter of invitation to other businesses and community organisations
9. List of invitees to community and business drop-in session
10. Photo of bookshop window display
11. Display material used at meetings and drop-in events, March 2018
12. List of statutory consultees
13. Notes from business breakfast meeting
14. Photo of Saturday drop-in session
15. Schedule and analysis of representations received
16. Responses from statutory consultees
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C A S T L E C A RY &
ANSFORD
Neighbourhood Plan
H AV E YO U R S AY
Public Consultation
Saturday 17 March 2018
Market House Shambles 9.30am–2.30pm
A Neighbourhood Plan is a legal document that allows local
communities to influence planning decisions in their area.
Advantages of having a Neighbourhood Plan:
• Provides guidance to developers and others on what
local people wish to achieve in and for their neighbourhood
• Developers financial contribution to Cary and Ansford
community projects will increase from 15% to 25%
Help us to finalise our plan … See over …
Page 1 of 2

In the Castle Cary and Ansford
Neighbourhood plan we have looked
at Housing (where, what type,
design) Education, Leisure, Traffic
and Transport, The Town Centre,
Open spaces, Brownfield Sites,
Employment, Enterprise and Tourism.
We have heard what has been said by
the community in the past and hope
the draft plan reflects this.
We now need to find out from you if
we have missed anything or if you
can help us improve it.
Please help us to finalise our plan so
that we can better influence how our
town develops in the future.
You can find the draft plan:
• online at www.caryandansfordnp.uk
• you can borrow a paper copy from the Market House Information
point (mornings only).
Please let us have your views, thoughts, comments and suggestions
by 1 May 2018
You can do this by:
• email: NPconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk
• in writing to: NP Consultation c/o the Market House, Castle Cary,
BA7 7AH
• coming to our public consultation on Saturday 17 March – where
you can talk to the NP team and leave written feed-back.

Thank you!
The NP team: Rob Angell, Michael Bainbridge, Nigel Begg (Ansford Parish
Council), Graham House, Barry Lane, Pek Peppin (Castle Cary Town Council)
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CASTLE CARY &
ANSFORD
(Draft) Neighbourhood Plan

HAVE YOUR SAY!
Public Consultation
Saturday 17 March
Market House
9.30 a.m. - 2.30 p.m.
You can read the plan here:
www.castlecaryansfordnp.uk
or collect a paper copy from
the Market House Information
Desk.
Page 1 of 1
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CASTLE CARY TOWN COUNCIL &
ANSFORD PARISH COUNCIL.
A breakfast meeting for businesses.

Dear …….
The Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan Group cordially invites you to a breakfast
meeting on Thursday 15 March 2018 from 7.30 a.m. in the Market House, so that you can
find out more and give us your views on our draft Neighbourhood plan.
A Neighbourhood Plan is a legal document that allows local communities to influence
planning decisions. It provides guidance to developers and others on what local people wish
to achieve in and for their neighbourhood, and it specifies how a community sees the future
growth and development of its immediate area.
Once Adopted developers will have to comply with its policies and their financial
contribution to Cary and Ansford for community projects will increase from 15% to 25%
Cary/Ansford town/parish councils working with a small group of volunteers have looked at
issues such as Housing (where, what type, design), Education, Leisure, Traffic and
Transport, the Town Centre, Open spaces, Brownfield sites, Employment, Enterprise, and
Tourism. We have heard what has been said by the community in the past and thought long
and hard about these issues before putting together a draft Plan.
We now need to find out from you, as businesses, if we have missed anything or if
you think the draft can be improved in any way.
You can read the draft online at www.castlecaryansfordnp.uk or you can borrow a paper
copy from the Market House Information point (open mornings only).
Then please come and have a continental breakfast with us on 15 March and let us
have your thoughts, comments and suggestions. Your views matter.
We really hope you can attend and look forward to seeing you for breakfast and hearing how
you want to influence the development of Town in the years ahead.
Please reply to this invitation (by email) – for catering purposes – thanks.
Pek Peppin, Castle Cary Town Council (on behalf of the NP group)
NPconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk
P.S If you cannot attend on the Thursday, there is also a public consultation on the following
Saturday in the Market House (9.30 – 2.30pm). Comments can be sent to the email address
above or be dropped off at the Market House – marked NP consultation.
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Invitations to Thursday breakfast meeting
ORGANISATION
SECTOR
Hadspen House
large company
Battens Solicitors
Legal
Ashridge Trees ltd
Agriculture
Manor Farm
Agriculture
Centaur Services
large company
Crown Pet Foods
large company
John Boyd Textiles
large company
Tyre Renewals
large company
Dimmer Landfill (Viridor)
large company
Moff Motor Services
motor trade
The George
Pub
The White Hart
pub
The Bay Tree
pub
The Brookhouse Inn
pub
The Horse Pond Inn
pub
Delaware Veterinary Services service
Hopkins Concrete
large company
Phillips Tyres
motor trade

NAME
Sue Seager
Jason Carr
Frances and Julian de Bosdari
John and Diana Churchhouse
Lisa Derbyshire
Lisa Simmonds
Anna Smith
Robert Dix
Dan Spencer
Ian Miller
Kayleigh Whitty
Kevin and Rennie Messenger

Sarah Staniforth
Andrew Hopkins
Nigel
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CASTLE CARY TOWN COUNCIL &
ANSFORD PARISH COUNCIL.
Neighbourhood Plan Consultation

Dear
The Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan group cordially invites you to a ‘drop in’
reception with refreshments on Friday 16 March from 5.30 - 7.30 pm in the Market
House, to give us your views on our draft Neighbourhood plan.
A Neighbourhood Plan is a legal document that allows local communities to influence
planning decisions. It provides guidance to developers and others on what local people wish
to achieve in and for their neighbourhood, and it specifies how a community sees the future
growth and development of its immediate area.
Once Adopted developers will have to comply with its policies and their financial
contribution to Cary and Ansford for community projects will increase from 15% to 25%
Cary/Ansford town/parish councils working with a small group of volunteers have looked at
issues such as Housing (where, what type, design), Education, Leisure, Traffic and
Transport, the Town Centre, Open spaces, Brownfield sites, Employment, Enterprise, and
Tourism. We have heard what has been said by the community in the past and thought long
and hard about these issues before putting together a draft Plan.
You can read the draft online at www.castlecaryansfordnp.uk or you can borrow a paper
copy from the Market House Information point (open mornings only).
Then please come meet us on 16 March and let us have your thoughts, comments and
suggestions. Your views matter!
We look forward to seeing you and hearing how you want to influence the development of
our Town in the years ahead.
Please reply to this invitation by email – for catering purposes – many thanks
Pek Peppin, Castle Cary Town Council (on behalf of the NP group)
NPconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk
P.S. If you cannot attend on the Friday evening, there is also a public consultation on the
next day in the Market House (9.30 – 2.30pm). Your comments on the Plan can be sent to
the email address above or be dropped off at the Market House – marked NP consultation.
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Invitations to Friday evening drop-in consultation session
ORGANISATION
SECTOR
Clanville Manor
accomodation
Lighthouse Payroll & BookkeepingAccountancy
Rossiters Accountants
Accountancy
Highfield House
care home
South Cary House
care home
All Saints + Ansford PCC
church
Churches Together in CC and A church
Methodist Church
church
The Gallery Bar & Clerkenwell Finecatering
Art
The Old Bakehouse
catering
The Place Coffee Shop
catering
Care4cary
community
Carnival Soc
community
Caryford hall
community
U3A
community
Alan Moody, Book Keeping
consultancy
Cary Independent Mortgages
consultancy
Claire Downes Web Design
consultancy
Pauline Moylan Independent Consultant
consultancy
Ansford Academy
education
Cary Primary
education
Carymoor environmental centre education
Cooper and Tanner
Estate Agent
Lands Estate Agent
estate agent
Roderick Thomas
estate agent
Frankin and Ball
Hair dresser
Karen Christensen
Hair dresser
XY Barbers
Hair dresser
A Knight
health
Bramcote Dental Surgery
health
Caryford 1610
health
Heal + Sole holisitcs
health
Manor Lodge Health and Beauty health
Millbrook Surgery
health
Pithers Yard Natural Health Clinichealth
Scott studio
health
Cary Motor Services
motor trade
Phillips Tyres
motor trade
Apothe-cary
retail
Bailey Hill Book Shop
retail
Bishops Electricals
retail
Buy and Save
retail
Chinns Clothes and Accessories retail
Daisy Valentine Flowers
retail
Emelle Hats
retail

NAME
Helen Higgins
Len Rossiter

Chris Walker

Claire Downes

Jackie Hilton
Jock Scott
Andy
Nigel
Nell Game
Claire or Alex
Andrew Bishop
Antonia
Daisy Caldwell

Heather's Flowers
Julian Shave
Martins
Needful Things
Oxford Mill
Porper Pets
Retail Therapy
Save the Children
Secrets
Somerset Wine Company
The Deli
The Wine Wizzard
Trowbridge Gallery
BGW Law Ltd
Delaware Vetinery Services
Papyrus
The Library
The Post Office
1st Image Signs
Ace Acoustics
Craigie Woodworks
D J Diment Upholsterers
Embrodert Services
Julia Moore Floral Designs
Red Survey
Caroline De Gray
Castle Cary Museum
Orchard Fm

retail
retail
retail
retail
retail
retail
retail
retail
retail
retail
retail
retail
retail
service
service
service
service
service
SME
SME
SME
SME
SME
SME
SME
Textiles and Design
tourism
agriculture

John and Alison Lawrence
Wendy

Deborah Pateman
Camilla Wood

Nathalie Thomas

David Craigie

Julia Moore
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VISION
We have looked at what makes our town special - our overall vision for the Neighbourhood Plan is to allow for sustainable
growth in housing and employment, together with community facilities to meet local needs, and at the same time we
want to promote an attractive environment that continues to protect and enhance the unique character and heritage of
the town.

How can the draft plan be improved? Do you have any other comments or suggestions?
Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan – Pre-submission Draft February 2018
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DESIGN
We think it’s very important to maintain and enhance the unique character of the town and its attractiveness as a place to live, a place to work
and a destination for tourists. The draft plan includes a set of design principles which reflect the importance we want to place on this aspect of
planning for a sustainable community.
Whilst primarily focussed on housing developments, the principles are applicable to the design of new buildings of all types and the NP
councils will look for early consultation with developers on all such matters.

Policy DP1
The NP Councils will expect all new development to be
designed to the highest standards and to recognise the
unique character of Castle Cary and Ansford.
The design principles set out [in the plan] identify the
criteria which will be used to assess all types of new
development.

How can this draft section be improved?

Any other comments or suggestions?

Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan – Pre-submission Draft February 2018
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HOUSING
Planning permissions have already been granted for 75 houses and flats in the built-up area of the town, and for a further 477 dwellings in the
area between Station Road and Torbay Road which was designated by the Local Plan in 2013 as the “Direction of Growth” for the town. There
is no going back on these decisions, and you'll be aware that work has started on some of them. For the future, the NP wants to:



encourage and support early development or redevelopment of brownfield sites; and
resist any more development on green field sites unless there is clear evidence that it will bring benefits to the town and the
surrounding area.
Policy HOU1: Housing development within the settlement area
The local councils will encourage and support early development or redevelopment for housing
purposes of the following brownfield sites within the settlement area, provided it is consistent with
the design principles set out in this plan:
• Nursery site
• Hillcrest School
• Constitutional Club
• BMI site
• Priory site
• Red House

Policy HOU2: Housing development in the ‘direction of growth’
Proposals for housing development within the direction of growth or elsewhere outside the settlement boundary will be strongly resisted
unless there is clear evidence that a. the additional housing will help meet a clearly identified local need for affordable housing (that
need arising from within the neighbourhood plan area and its hinterland) that is not capable of being met elsewhere; and b. the proposal
is consistent with the design principles set out in this plan.

How can this draft section be improved?

Any other comments or suggestions?

Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan – Pre-submission Draft February 2018
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EMPLOYMENT AND ENTERPRISE
We support an environment in which enterprise can flourish and broaden the employment base of the Town. This means encouraging the early
development of serviced sites within allocated employment land to allow the Town to attract new employers and create new jobs for local people of all
ages.

Policy EMP1 – Delivery of further employment land
The development of land for businesses falling within Use Classes B1 and B2 will generally be supported, provided that this can be
accommodated without significant environmental harm or adverse impact on the local road network.
Policy EMP2 – Expansion of existing employment premises
The NP councils will normally give support to proposals for the expansion of existing employment premises, particularly those which
maintain or increase the level of employment opportunities.

How can this draft section be improved?
Any other comments or suggestions?

Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan – Pre-submission Draft February 2018
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TOURISM
We support increased tourism to Castle Cary – as a way of supporting local shops and other businesses. With current
developments at Bruton and Hadspen this part of Somerset will increasingly become a ‘destination’.

Policy TOU1 – New and enhanced tourist facilities and visitor accommodation
The development of new or enhanced tourist facilities and visitor
accommodation will be supported provided they are of a scale appropriate to
the size and function of Castle Cary/Ansford as a local Market Town, do not
harm the Town’s environmental, cultural or heritage assets and, where
appropriate, are accessible through sustainable modes of travel including rail,
cycling and walking.

How can this draft section be improved?
Any other comments or suggestions?

Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan – Pre-submission Draft February 2018
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TOWN CENTRE
We want to support, encourage and promote a range of shops and businesses in the town centre, protect the market and the museum, and maintain the
free parking and public toilets. There is virtually no scope to expand the town centre shopping area so, with more new residents arriving very soon, it’s
particularly important to make sure that the shops we do have are not lost to other uses.

Policy TC1 – Loss of retail or similar premises
The NP councils will not support any proposals for change of use within the town centre which involve the loss of floorspace used for
main town centre uses, as defined in Appendix B.
Policy TC2 – Town Centre Parking
Development which would either directly or indirectly reduce
the public car parking provision in the Town Centre will not be
supported.

How can this draft section be improved?
Any other comments or suggestions?
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TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT
We want to make sure that traffic movements and parking throughout the area are well managed, particularly in the Town Centre and promote and
support safe travel for all by public transport, cycle and on foot.
We are particularly concerned about the impact of heavy goods vehicles at the “highway hotspots” we have identified: we will insist on a full assessment of
the impact of HGVs on the hotspots whenever major developments are proposed.
We are particularly keen that new developments should provide appropriate footpaths to the town centre and schools to discourage the use of cars.

Policy TRA1 – Opportunities to improve the transport network
Development proposals should provide or maintain a safe and convenient highway network that, where appropriate meets the following
requirements:
• the provision of new or improved links to the existing highway network to promote a choice of reasonably direct and safe routes for
pedestrians and cyclists into the town centre, main employment sites, and to the railway station, linking to the key route network.
• the provision of opportunities for enhanced, attractive walking and cycling routes linking to the wider rights of way
Policy TRA2 – HGV traffic at Local Highway Hotspots
The NP councils will require that transport assessments associated with applications
for employment and similar development should pay particular attention to the
impact of HGV and other traffic at the local highway hotspots identified on the
policies map: B3153 at Clanville; A371 at Cumnock Road, Ansford; A371 at the
station railway bridge.

How can this draft section be improved?
Any other comments or suggestions?
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EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY ASSETS
We want to ensure that new housing provision, employment growth and provision of additional community facilities progress in an integrated manner, so
that the growing community is supported by the necessary infrastructure.
With all the new housing, there will be a need to expand the primary school: we think this should happen alongside the existing primary school, keeping the
school central to the town and its numerous excellent facilities.
At the same time, there is a need for better youth facilities – we think these should be located within the “direction of growth”, on land already owned by
the County Council

Policy INF1 – Expanding Primary School provision
The NP Councils will seek to ensure that future growth of the Castle Cary
Community Primary School should be in close proximity to the town centre.
Policy INF2 – Youth facilities provision
Any s106 and CIL funds within the NP area should be allocated towards
appropriate youth facilities in the area. In particular, the NP councils will press for
new facilities to be provided on the Torbay Road development site on the land
provisionally reserved for a primary school.
Policy INF3 – Protection of important social and community facilities
The NP councils have identified important social and community facilities, as
shown on the schedule at Appendix A, and will seek to ensure that these are
maintained and protected.

How can this draft section be improved?
Any other comments or suggestions?
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LOCAL OPEN SPACES
The town includes many small open spaces which are valued for their contribution to sport, leisure or simply sitting outside! We want to make sure they
remain, while at the same time protecting the countryside around the town which is highly valued by local residents for recreational purposes.

Policy ENV1 – Protection of green corridors and natural environment
The NP councils will seek to protect existing green corridors, footpath links, hedgerows and other natural features of the local
environment, and to institute new or replacement features as opportunities arise.
Policy ENV2 – Local Green Spaces
The following locations are designated as Local Green Spaces where development will only be permitted if it would maintain or enhance
their use as a local green space:
• Donald Pither Memorial Playing Field and adjoining
playground to the south
• Fairfield
• Moat Garden
• Millennium Wood
• Eat Cary community garden
• Playing field, Ansford
• Jubilee Garden, Ansford.

How can this draft section be improved?
Any other comments or suggestions?
Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan – Pre-submission Draft February 2018
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C A S T L E C A RY &
ANSFORD
Neighbourhood Plan
2016–2028
Consultation Statement
Appendix 12

Submitted to South Somerset District Council
under Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Plan Regulations
September 2018

Regulation 14 Consultees (Schedule 1) - Contact details taken from SSDC Consultation Database
Body
(a) where the local planning authority is a
London borough council, the Mayor of
London;
(b) a local planning authority, county
council or parish council any part of whose
area is in or adjoins the area of the local
planning authority;
(c) the Coal Authority(a);
(d) the Homes and Communities Agency(b);

Contact details
NP Group identified as not relevant

(e) Natural England(c);
(f) the Environment Agency(d);
(g) the Historic Buildings and Monuments
Commission for England (known as English
Heritage)(e);
(h) Network Rail Infrastructure Limited
(company number 2904587);

consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
michael.holm@environment-agency.gov.uk
Need to consult Historic England as they deal with
strategic matters :

(i) the Highways Agency;

(Now called Highways England)
planningsw@highways.gsi.gov.uk

See separate tabs: (b) and South Somerset T&PCs

NP Group identified as not relevant
mail@homesandcommunities.co.uk

English Heritage deal with the management of
the buildings the own: customers@englishheritage.org.uk

southwest@english-heritage.org.uk

ross.simmonds@english-heritage.org.uk

NP Group identified as not relevant

(j) the Marine Management Organisation(f); NP Group identified as not relevant
any person—
(i) to whom the electronic communications British Telecom: paul.3.coles@bt.com
code applies by virtue of a direction given
under section 106(3)(a) of the
Communications Act 2003; and
(ii) who owns or controls electronic
communications apparatus situated in any
part of the area of the local planning
authority;
where it exercises functions in any part of
the neighbourhood area—
(i) a Primary Care Trust established under
section 18 of the National Health Service Act
2006(a) or continued in existence by virtue
of that section;
(ii) a person to whom a licence has been
granted under section 6(1)(b) and (c) of the
Electricity Act 1989(b);
(iii) a person to whom a licence has been
granted under section 7(2) of the Gas Act
1986(c);
(iv) a sewerage undertaker; and

Talk Talk, 1 Portal Way, London, W3 6RS - receptionirlam.ttt@talktalkplc.com

Virgin, sean.milsom2@virginmedia.co.uk

Sky, 500 Park Avenue, Aztec West, Bristol, BS32
4RZ - peopleplus@sky.uk

O2: plantandequipenquiries@ctil.co.uk Plusnet, The Balance, 2 Pinfold Street, S1
& localgovtconsult@ctil.co.uk
2GU

No longer called the PCT now called Clinical
Commissioning Group:
Michael.Bainbridge@somersetccg.nhs.uk
Scottish and Southern Electricity Networks:
south.microgen@sse.com & mcc@sse.com

Western Power Distribution South West PLC:
Radstock Road Office, Midsomer Norton, Bath
BA3 2AA

Wales and West: enquiries@wwutilities.co.uk
Wessex Water: development.west@wessexwater.co.uk

(v) a water undertaker;

Wessex Water: development.west@wessexwater.co.uk

voluntary bodies some or all of whose
activities benefit all or any part of the
neighbourhood area;
bodies which represent the interests of
different racial, ethnic or national groups in
the neighbourhood area;
bodies which represent the interests of
different religious groups in the
neighbourhood area;

NP Group to identify

bodies which represent the interests of
persons carrying on business in the
neighbourhood area; and

NP Group to identify

bodies which represent the interests of
disabled persons in the neighbourhood
area.

NP Group to identify

Network Rail (C Field)
Somerset Drainage Board
Somerset Waste Partnership
Sport England
NHS England

townplanningwestern@networkrail.co.uk
isturdy@somersetdbs.co.uk
beth.prince@somersetwaste.gov.uk
planning.southwest@sportengland.org
ianlongden@nhs.net

NP Group to identify

NP Group to identify

drainage.boards@btconnect.com - Parrett
steve.read@somersetwaste.gov.uk
planning.south@sportengland.org
Linda.prosser@nhs.net
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AOL, Shropshire House, 11-20 Capper Street, WC1 Mobile Operators Association (o2, EE,
6JA
Vodafone):
dpm@monoconsultants.com &
Ginny.hall@monoconsultants.com

C A S T L E C A RY &
ANSFORD
Neighbourhood Plan
2016–2028
Consultation Statement
Appendix 13

Submitted to South Somerset District Council
under Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Plan Regulations
September 2018

CASTLE CARY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
Breakfast Business Meeting
15th March 2018

Present:

3 members of the Neighbourhood plan group plus five representatives
from five prominent local businesses.

Traffic & Employment


There was an expressed lack of understanding about why it appears the public
can stop employment development at Dimmer on grounds of traffic in Clanville.



It was pointed out that surveys have shown that the roads can cope with
truck traffic to Dimmer



This was seen in the light of increasing delivery traffic from people using
online shopping anyway



There was a feeling that there is little support from local politicians and local
people for larger business development & therefore employment
development



One firm said it was often asked if there are premises available to rent so
it appears to them that there is a need for some more industrial /
commercial units in Cary



It was pointed out that the proposed access to the employment land off
Torbay Road doesn’t look sufficient for large trucks



A new emerging local enterprise currently employs 30 people and it will be
130 when they open in Spring 2019. They would like staff to be local, from
Wincanton and Cary and are willing to put on their own bus transport for
them



It was suggested that local bakers and other shops are benefiting from
contractors and staff coming into town to buy their lunches

Tourism


The wording “appropriate scale” in the draft policy was questioned. What
does it mean? What is the scale? Who decides?

Enterprise


It was questioned whether it would be possible in the future to turn down a
supermarket, once the town is bigger. As if there is one here there will then
be an effect on the existing shops.



There was a question raised about grants for commercial units. Are they still
available for the proposed new employment land?
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Public drop-in session at Market House 17 March 2018
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2016–2028
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Appendix 15

Submitted to South Somerset District Council
under Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Plan Regulations
September 2018

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response
We have read the draft NP and, first of all, would like to say we appreciate
the amount of work and thought that has gone into the plan. We moved to
Ansford only two years ago and are glad that there is such awareness of the
features which make Castle Cary and Ansford a lovely place to live.
Thank you one and all for all your conscientious research and work.
Congratulations to the Working Group for a comprehensive and thorough study
and plan

Churches Together
in Castle Cary and
Ansford

I have read the pre-submission draft with great interest. It is a very good
document.
Public open day

Thank you – a very well written and thought-out plan.
May I say what an impressive piece of work the current plan is and how well
it is presented. It must have been an enormous amount of work; thank you.
The plan states a clear vision at the outset and has a good summary of the
existing situation and highlights the main issues; housing, employment, traffic
and so on. It then identifies main aims for these and other aspects of the town
together with associated policies. The aims outline general aspirations and are
backed up with more specific policies which if implemented would help achieve
the general aims. Actions are listed but these appear to be short on outlining
the specific practical actions necessary to achieve these aims. The key to
creating a sustainable future for the town and generating the enthusiasm and
energy required to negotiate with the various authorities and other
stakeholders that control the roads, schools, workplaces and so on, is to ensure
that residents and employees have more say over the important decisions that
affect their way of life.
You have asked for comments on the draft plan. I don't have a lot to say,
though I have read all the talk of more and more house-building with growing
dismay, but I think the NP is well written, does a good damage limitation job
and does the best it can in the circumstances. Well done and thank you for
putting it together in such a positive style.
We appreciate your hard work compiling his very comprehensive document.
We share your concerns for the implications of over development and the
implication for our local amenities and road network.
The NP shows a complete understanding of the needs of this rural area.
Thank you to those involved for their commitment. The whole exercise is
based on economics – what about saving money spent on administration
starting with combining Cary and Ansford Councils!!!!

Public open day

Public open day

The Neighbourhood plan is a great opportunity to ensure a sustainable future
for the town and avoid the worst features of much modern suburban
development. To achieve this I believe the plan could be more innovative and
aspirational whilst at the same time suggesting practical actions which can
catch the imagination and provide a focus for moving forward.
This is a good document and the result of a lot of hard work.
to the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group for their efforts.
Overall, we think this is a very helpful and useful document

Many thanks

Thank for you the hard work you have put into the preparation of the NP.
The NP is a well-produced document. Thank you for all your hard work.
This looks excellent. An attractive and well-presented document that gives a
good feel of the town and also suggests practical and possible means of
protection and development.
I've just reread the NP and all I can say is, what a fantastic job you and the
NP team have done. - Such a lot of hard work!
Brilliant job, thank goodness for people like your team who are willing to give
up so much time to produce such a comprehensive document. Cheers

Page 1
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Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response

Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

Am full of praise for the committee of people who have given their time &
energy to produce this very comprehensive document. It is truly a huge task
and they deserve medals & some recognition for being prepared to represent
the people of Castle Cary. Please can we acknowledge their work in this
regard?

Our Vision

Vision – The Vision seems to suggest that “community facilities” should play catchup to growth in housing and employment. We suggest “ ….is to allow for
sustainable growth in housing, employment and community facilities to meet local
needs ……”

Placement of captions – top or bottom of pic. Keep consistent
Page 1 Our Vision First line of text. Small v for vision
Inside front cover - reword as ‘The Market House on Market Day’

1 Contents
Page 1
Put “Page 1” bottom right
Add “1.Contents ………….1-2”
Sort out initial capitals as follows:
4. Today……… Opportunities
5. Future Issues Facing the Town
6. Designing For the Neighbourhood
Security and Safety
Access and Movement
7. Housing Policies
Then refer to HOU1/1? and Hou2 as DP1 has been already referred to?
8, Refer to EMP 1/1? And EMP2 -see above
9. refer to TOU 1/1?
10. Town Centre Policies
Refer to TC1/1? and TC2

Page 2
11. Transport Policies
12. Infrastructure Policies

35-36

13. Natural and Built Environment Policies - Refer to ENV1/1 and ENV2
Refer to TRA1/1? and TRA2
Appendix A Castle Cary and Ansford Community Assets
Appendix C The Neighbourhood Plan Working Group
At the bottom left of Page 2 put Page 2 – then the strapline of Castle Cary
and Ansford Neighbourhood -Pre-submission Draft

Page 3
At the bottom right of Page 3 put Page 3 – and the strapline of Castle Cary
and Ansford Neighbourhood -Pre-submission Draft

Page 4
Picture needs caption
General comments about language 1. I would avoid abbreviations like
SSDC,CCTC, A/CC, and NP, particularly as when one goes through the
document they flip from the full word to the abbreviation and then back to the
full word. People who are not familiar with the locality, the organisations or
planning terms will struggle.

Page 2
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Suggested wording brings
about the implication that
housing and emplyment
growth are required to meet
"local needs", which is
correct at the South
Somerset level, but at NP
level, "local needs" reflect
needs of the NP area
We are grateful for the
numerous comments
regarding linguistic style,
punctuation, typography and
layout - no specific responses
are shown to subsequent
comments but all have been
noted and many revisions
made. Ultimately the design
and style of the final
document is a matter for its
authors

Existing wording retained

The text has been reviewed and
revised throughout, with the aim of
improving consistency and legibility

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response

Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

Noted and agreed

Incorporated into full revision of
Introduction

2. You use various terms to describe the town and parish councils:
Town/Parish Councils, NP Councils, Local Councils etc. I would not use
Local as that could be perceived to include South Somerset District Council
as well. Perhaps ‘Town/Parish Councils’ is best.
3. Re District Council, I suggest you use throughout ‘South Somerset
District Council’ in full.
4. Re County Council, similarly always use ‘Somerset County Council’.
5. Some bullet points are missing full stops. e.g. page 5, bullets 1 and 5.
Suggest someone checks through the document.
Make it clear near the beginning of the document who the ‘we’ are who have
prepared this. I know this is explained in Appendix C, but anyone coming to
the document cold might well ask ‘who are these people and what right have
they to propose this plan’. I would have thought it best to have a sentence or
two on the working group on the inside of the front cover, with a reference to
appendix C for further details.
Page 4 - ‘Castle Cary Fore Street’
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Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response

Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

Numerous constructive
comments, which have helped
us to clarify and re-draft this
section

The aims of the pan have been redrafted and carried forward consistently
to the individual chapters

Understood and agreed

yes

2. Aims of the Plan
Resident of
adjoining parish

Page 5 I agree with all the aims of the plan.
Page 5 1st Bullet Point – at the end – before the missing full stop. Is it
realistic to ensure that new housing developments are sympathetic to the
architectural vernacular (ie the unique character) of Castle Cary…
2nd Bullet point Ensure
5th Bullet point missing full stop
Whilst the 'Aims of the Plan' section is rather lengthy, I personally think the
sentiment of the last 2 lines of 3.1 is important enough to be worked into it.

Page 5 I would heartily endorse the main aims of the NP to maintain and

Resident of
adjoining parish

enhance the green spaces within both parishes for the enjoyment of all, and
protect the surrounding countryside and allow wildlife to thrive. In this
context, whilst I note there are pictures of the lake and the Environmental
Centre, Cary Moor, on Pages 13 and 43 respectively of the NP, there is no
specific reference to this much loved and well used facility in the text of the
NP. Given that this facility also does so much to enhance the educational
opportunities and tourist offer in the area covered by the NP, I think this
omission should be corrected.
Page 5 - final paragraph ‘Preserve the area’s heritage …..’ - suggest
amendment to ‘Preserve and promote the area’s heritage …’.
Opportunities for sport are not mentioned – maybe add “sport ” to the 8 bullet
point. The natural environment also gets short-shift - perhaps to the 9 bullet point
after green spaces you could add “and the natural environment ”.
th

th

Aims of plan . Physical and mental well-being are recognised as critically important
in any community and developments should take this into consideration.

While the first aim of the Regulation 14 Castle Cary and Ansford
Neighbourhood Plan is to ‘support the level of new dwellings proposed by
the Local Plan ’ it is considered that the tenor of the plan to achieve this aim,
‘particularly focused on the re-development or re-use of brownfield sites
within the existing urban area ’ is contrary to the adopted and emerging Local
Plan and therefore will not meet the Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions
test of ‘general conformity’.
Page 5 I think it needs to be explained what the ‘local plan’ is. Could just
add ‘South Somerset’…. Otherwise aims fine.
Page 5 1st bullet point – should be ‘focusing’ rather than ‘focused’? Then
bullet points should start with the main thing - - so (e.g.)
3rd bullet point – How about ‘Ensure that the community is supported by the
necessary infrastructure, with new housing, employment opportunities, and
the provision of roads and additional community facilities progressing in an
integrated manner.’
4th bullet point – ‘Broaden the employment base of the Town by supporting
an environment in which enterprise can flourish’ …. etc
7th bullet point – ‘Promote and support safe travel for all, by better
management of traffic movements through the Town centre …etc
10th bullet point – (avoid ‘pleasing’ and ‘pleasant’ in one sentence.
Page 6 Picture caption missing
Page 6 - Photo needs caption
3.Introduction

Agent for
housing
developer

SSDC

3.2 Suggest the paragraph begins with - Once ’Made’ the NP will sit…….
Plan good.

Public open day
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Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response
I appreciate the efforts of our council to retain the spirit of this special small
town. I approve the development of the brownfield sites. The huge
development projected at Lower Ansford is alarming. Concerns about
infrastructure – roads etc. Schools, Doctors/Dentist – how shall we cope?
No bank/cash point under threat, library too. More people/fewer facilities.

Public open day

Page 5
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Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response

4.Castle Cary and Ansford Today
4.1- ‘ … Town, but whether they have been here for generations or for just
a few years, they hold it in high regard and see it as a desirable place in
which to live.’ Then expand this section to provide an over-view of the
attractions – e.g. ‘Historic, Picturesque and vibrant, Castle Cary and Ansford
are home to primary and secondary Schools, doctor’s and dental surgeries,
two churches and a chapel, a library, post office and museum, two
community spaces, independent shops, restaurants and public houses, as
well as art galleries, alternative therapy centres and accountancy and legal
businesses etc etc’
4.1 Cut first word “Today” and on penultimate line the word “clearly”. The
word town needs a lower case t.
4.2 and ‘and social’ between ‘affordable’ and ‘housing’
4.3 – Is the word ‘General’ needed? Comma after ‘Ltd’? Also mention the
world’s last remaining horsehair factory (particularly since there’s a picture of
it)
4.3 The schools offer 135 jobs not only teaching of course, and as some of
the administrator posts and support staff are in school hours they are in
great demand by parents. The support staff jobs are a great stepping stone
for people who NEED to earn money and can only do jobs such as cleaning
in hours whilst their children are looked after by someone else....not
necessarily a partner.
4.4 – How about ‘The wider local area is home to many dairy farms and
diverse technical support services. Local agriculture employs contractors,
engineers, complex equipment and machinery operators, livestock
managers, food producers (e.g. cheese and cider at source), and veterinary
experts.’
4.4 are they really ‘mainly contractors’ how about ‘mainly contractors and
farmhands’?
4.5 A total of 58% working from home and travelling less than is 20km for
SSDC
work is only a little above the national average of 54%.
Page 9 – caption ‘President’s Day at Castle Cary Cricket Club’
4.6 ‘thriving town centre’ – a library? Change wording to reflect that the
future of the library is under threat?
4.6 The town’s many activities (see 4.1 above) attract ….’ etc
4.6 Insert “and” after the words post office and remove the comma
4.7 add in ‘and Fore Street’ after ‘the High Street’.
4.8 ‘However the main route through the town centre is noted for its traffic
congestion, which is exacerbated by…. This makes it less easy for
pedestrians to move throughout the centre. The latest retail assessment….’
Etc
4.8 As a retailer based on Fore Street (BHB) in the centre of the town, I do Local resident
and retailer
not see the main route through town as congested – rather as the ‘beating
heart of the town’. I disagree with this (the last 3 lines of the para) – more
pedestrian crossing points and pedestrian points will merely exacerbate
traffic difficulties.
4.8 re pedestrians. Occasional traffic congestion tends to be caused by
HGVs and other large vehicles which should not be coming through the town
centre, but nevertheless when congested it is very easy to cross the road!
We disagree with the suggestion that the town needs more pedestrian
crossing points & pedestrianised areas. On the whole the traffic moves
slowly through the town and the road width is narrow, thereby easily enabling
crossing at will. We have never seen anyone prevented from
crossing, people cross quite easily (or wait a moment for a passing vehicle).
Where could such a pedestrian crossing be installed and why would people
bother to walk to it instead of crossing where they are? Crossing Points
would just add to creeping modern urbanisation and be detrimental to the
historic town scene which residents enjoy and visitors come to see.
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Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

In previous drafts, we ourselves
have been tempted down this
route but have concluded that
the NP is not the place for a
lengthy review of attractions.
no

noted

yes

We note that there is a range of Para 4.8 re-drafted - now 2.8
views regarding the extent to
which traffic and shopping can
co-exist

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response

Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

Noted and agreed

text updated

4.8 cars & pedestrians – these would co-exist better if a lower speed limit eg
20mph (“twenty’s plenty”) were in force throughout the town centre. Perhaps
combined with use of different surfaces/street furniture, as seen on the
continent and Exhibition Road in London?
Page 10 -caption ‘Castle Cary Community Primary School’

4.10 ‘ The town offers wide-ranging educational opportunities, including preschool and nursery facilities, and there are long-established independent
schools nearby. The Castle Cary primary school, which is centrally located,
is close to capacity. Secondary education, provided by Ansford Academy at
Maggs Lane on the northern edge of town, is not expected to exceed
capacity in the foreseeable future. Both schools are highly regarded locally.
Post- 16 education is provided by nearby colleges, with pupils choosing to go
on to Langport, Street, Bruton or Yeovil.’ Etc
4.11 ‘Caryford Community Hall in Maggs Lane provides the most
comprehensive community facility in the area. It accommodates large
numbers, has significant dedicated car parking, and can be used for a wide
range of activities including fitness and dance classes, concerts, lectures,
meetings, craft fairs and private functions’.
4.11 First bullet point. Full stop missing
2nd bullet point replace semi colon with full stop and remove final “and”
4.12 insert library?
4.12 - add ‘Market House’ as a venue.
page 11 ‘Reasonable Transport Network’ section – do you need to mention
poor parking at station? Bus services – mention lack of co-ordination with
train times?
4.13 ‘The extensive sports and leisure provision in CC and Ansford also
includes: - etc
4.13 the word town should have a lower case t – two instances…
Para 4.13. Fairfield now has much more than noted here. Maybe this could read
“Fairfield, recently acquired by the Town and Parish Councils, is available for
public recreation purposes, with paths, pump-track, meadow gym, sensory garden,
adventure trail and open grass areas for community events such as the annual fair.
Note that the pump-track is for everyone and not just for “older children” – that’s a
BMX or skate-board track. Note also that technically speaking it is a pump-track not
a pump-park, although the two are often used interchangeably. Also we probably
won’t have a specific “picnic area” but tables and benches dotted around the field.
Para 4.13. Add in “Allotments are provided ½ mile south of Castle Cary ”.

4.13 the Pump Park is a family leisure facility
4.13 this para should include reference to Carymoor Environmental Centre
4.13 - add ‘The’ in front of ‘Fairfield’. It is referred to elsewhere in the
document as ‘The Fairfield’ (eg 13.2).
4.14 Train services may improve in the future if additional car parking is
provided.
4.14 - re the railway station. Perhaps mention the poor provision of Car
Parking. Not only are the rail services not conducive to commuting in the
area, but the Car Park is insufficient too. This also can put people off
traveling by train and thus increase car usage.

SSDC

4.14 to 4.18 (and 11.2 and 11.4) highlight some identified deficiencies. I
wonder if the document might be more complete if some references could be
made to plans for addressing the issues described?
4.15 we think the Wells bus route has been withdrawn and the CAT bus
(community accessible transport) is available to anyone not only the older
community. Drivers are available for hospital visits
Para 4.16. Maybe it could/should be added that once the A371 leaves the NP area,
both to the north and south, it is narrow and twisty and poorly suited to the volume
of traffic it carries, especially the large HGVs.

Page 12 - caption ‘Castle Cary South Street’
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Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response
4.17 - The B3153 - is as you say a heavily and incorrectly used road by
HGV's (and many cars) - with 99% of the HGV's going above the speed limit
as well as flouting the law by using mobile phones and eating and faffing with
paper work while driving these dangerous machines. There is no pedestrian
footpath and I would not risk my life on walking on this dangerous road.
Therefore any further growth in the area would need to rectify this issue.
4.17 The traffic problems at Clanville (give me concern)
Para 4.17. It is also of serious concern to the residents of the neighbouring
parishes especially the villages of Alford, Lovington and Lydford.

4.17 - as a resident of Clanville, at the narrowest pinch point, this item could
be expressed more forcefully - rather than HGVs 'causing concern for local
residents' they could be described as a 'major nuisance, threatening our
health on a day-to-day basis and whenever we venture on to the road, a
danger to our lives'.
4.18 Protection of footpaths. Upkeep of stiles, finger posts & control of
brambles etc is urgent and necessary by appropriate authorities
4.18 - 'no defined safe pedestrian routes etc’. What? we have pavements
and footpaths, are these not ‘defined safe’?
4.18 What can be learnt from this historic deficiency?
4.19 Is ‘excellent’ the right word? quality? robust? characterful?
4.19 ‘no other town contains so many buildings constructed from this
particular local material, which gives a strong and distinctive character to the
town’.
4.19 ‘no other town is so dominated by historic etc’ – need to qualify this
statement? In South Somerset? In Somerset? In England?
4.20 - if the farmland is of high quality, why is it being allowed to be built
over? Is there no formal planning option to prevent ‘High Quality’ farmland
from being built upon? This country needs high quality farmland for
food production etc.
Para 4.20. The area also has numerous footpaths, byways, bridleways, etc.

4.20 remove ‘farmland’ from the final line
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Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response
5.The Future – issues facing the town
Page 13 ‘direction of growth’. Do you say anywhere what this is?

Resident of
adjoining parish

Page 13 - caption ‘The lake at Cary Marsh’

Page 13 1st bullet point ‘There is concern that many potential development
sites within the existing boundaries of the town have remained vacant. We
feel that priority should be given to addressing the issues that have so far
prevented these sites from being used to provide
first bullet point: take out the words 'we feel that'.
second bullet point I would personally vote for a full-stop after 'welcomed'
(with the rest of the sentence deleted). For similar reasons I might be
inclined to delete the last 14 words of 7.11.
4th Bullet Point Absolutely crucial point
P 13. Picture caption capital L for Lake… (consistency in initial capitalisation
(captions))
Page 14. The Future, second paragraph, ‘….concern re large volumes
HGVs' - there are indeed too many HGVs causing adverse effects as
stated. New businesses should be not be permitted if they need HGVs
instead of smaller vehicles. Bearing in mind the intention to situate new
businesses in Torbay Road in close proximity to the town and residential
areas, how could roads be ‘improved’ to accept any more such vehicles
without detriment to the surrounding areas?
Page 14 The Future, final paragraph - ‘new development respect the
distinctive character and charm of the area … - Add 'by use
of sympathetic architecture and local materials.’
Page 14. could the ‘provision of new employment sites, better infrastructure’
be used to support an argument for an edge of town supermarket, which
would undermine the viability and vibrancy of the historic town centre?
Resident of
adjoining parish

Page 14. full stops missed out at end of second and third bullet points.
4th bullet point. N.B Many local parents picking/dropping off their children
combine their trips to and fro the school with visits to local shops therefore
contributing to the local economy and vibrancy/life of the town.
6th bullet point. New development… If of significant architectural merit, this
development could become a benchmark for other similar projects which are
now starting to dominate country towns in the UK,
Page 14. 6th bullet point. – ‘All new development should respect the
distinctive character and historic charm of the Town, as well as preserving
the important green spaces and corridors linking it with the surrounding
countryside. These advantages are enjoyed by local residents and visitors
alike.

Page 9

Page 9 of 37

Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response
6. Designing for the Neighbourhood
Design – planning permission to change the colour of my front door – yes
really

Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

Agreed

Document amended accordingly

Public open day

Chapter 6 – Environmental footprint – There is only a brief mention of energy
usage, and then it is termed as “Consideration should be given to ……”. As a
minimum, in this day and age shouldn’t all new-builds be fitted with solar voltaic
and hot water heating panels, whether housing or employment facilities. Are you
allowed to be more definitive, e.g. “High standards on envir performance must be
integrated into ..…… ..
Chapter 6 does not deal with requiring developments (both employment and
housing) to be environmentally-friendly – it deals with minimising the environmental
footprint, but not making developments as spaces where nature can flourish.
Incorporating the natural environmental into our everyday living and working
spaces is recognised as providing benefits not just for the wildlife, but also to the
mental well-being of the occupants. While new developments should, where
possible, retain existing trees, hedges, ponds and rivers (as noted in the last bullet
point on p.16), a variety of further items should also be encouraged. Maybe the list
below is too long to include but our feeling is that these things need to be spelt out
otherwise developers and planners will just pay lip-service to the natural
environment but we will get the same old boring housing developments as have
been built for decades. New developments should include the following
requirements:
Undeveloped corners, road verges, etc. should be planted to wildflower mixtures
Open areas should be developed as wildflower meadows and orchards
Developments should be surrounded by hedges and trees of native species.
Gaps or holes left in garden fences for hedgehogs
Swift, swallow, martin and bat boxes should be built into the buildings (not added
afterwards)
Drainage channels should be made into open wildlife friendly ditches
Paths and roads should be made of porous blocks (permeable) to allow water
seepage, which can then be collected into drainage channels and ponds (also
lessening the chances of flooding from hard-standing run-off for those of us living
downstream
Kerbs should be low, thereby being amphibian-friendly (and wheelchair-friendly)
As noted early, a large proportion of people work from home. No mention is made
in the NP of connectivity – both internet (broadband) and mobile phone. This is
critical if we are to encourage local businesses to develop (both based from home
and various business parks). Maybe a bullet point should be added to Chapter 6?

Page 15 – caption ‘The George Hotel’, Market Place
6.1The document would be easier to use and reference if the bullet points
were replaced with numbered or lettered paragraphs.

SSDC

Character and Setting - The second bullet appears to replicate the first.
Environmental Footprint – it would be helpful to explain the standards which
should be achieved; and clarify that this would be where possible.
Mobility – this should be replaced with “opportunities will be sought to
secure….” adaptable homes.
Para 6.1. 3 bullet point in Character and setting - i s “grain” a technical
planning/design word? It’s not one that I am familiar with (in this context).
Para 6.1. 6 bullet point in Character and setting – After “Existing trees and
hedges are to be retained wherever possible ”, insert “and new hedges and trees
should be planted, using native species of local provenance ”
Para 6.1. 6 bullet point in Character and setting – after “ponds and streams should
be retained, insert “, and made environmentally-friendly ,”
rd

th

th

Page 15 6.1. Spelling of focussed/focused should be consistent throughout
the document (see Page 20 main aim)
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Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response
DP1 Whilst Gladman recognise the importance of high quality design,
planning policies should not be overly prescriptive and need flexibility in
order for schemes to respond to sites specifics and the character of the local
area. Whilst, Gladman note that the NP seeks to define different design
criteria for developments in each of the 8 defined areas, there will not be a
‘one size fits all’ solution in relation to design and sites should be considered
on a site by site basis with consideration given to various design principles.

Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

Housing
developer

Gladman therefore suggest that more flexibility is provided in the policy
wording to ensure that a high quality and inclusive design is not
compromised by aesthetic requirements alone. We consider that to do so
could act to impact on the viability of proposed residential developments. We
suggest that regard should be had to paragraph 60 of the NPPF which states
that: "Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to impose
architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation,
originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to
certain development forms or styles".
Resident of
adjoining parish

Page 15 Policy DP1

I welcome the wording of Policy DP1 and its
design principles . As well as the emphasis on good design and the use of
local materials, it is refreshing to see that a contemporary approach has a
role to play.
Page 15 Policy DP1 Housing To be in keeping with the area. The new
builds adjact to St John’s Priory are real shockers! These were designed at
the instigation of the conservation officer – can this be controlled so that new
builds are truly representative of the local architecture?

Public open day

Policy DP1 Character and Setting First two bullet points Does this apply to
first phase of development?
Page 16. Last two bullet points This is also an opportunity to re-introduce
native hedges and trees to encourage habitat for biodiversity + combat threat
of global warming
Last bullet It is important to learn from mistakes made (to date) from
developments ie BMI site in which historic trees cf WW1 Memorial Avenue
were illegally (?) felled in order to prepare ground for development.
Page 17 Picture caption – capital F for Footpath.
Page 18 2nd bullet point. Crucial! Well designed attractive, navigable
footpaths + cycle routes will insure that there is a joined-up feeling +
inclusivity between outlying developments and the town centre/+ a seamless
transition between town to countryside.
Page 19 1st bullet point. Electric car charging points- replace ‘should’ with
‘must’
4th bullet point. This is a great opportunity to promote Castle Cary as a
“green town.”
Chapters 6 and 7 seem to have a lot of overlap and it’s not clear to us that the
various points are in the correct chapter.
Chapter 6 does not have a “Main Aim”, yet to us it seems that this is required (see
following points).
Chapter 7 is entirely about the number of houses in the area yet the second half of
the first paragraph of the Main Aim is about ensuring that developments are good
quality, energy efficient, low environmental impact, etc. These aspects are all dealt
with in Chapter 6. We suggest that you move this sentence from the Main Aim of
Chapter 7 and make it the Main Aim of Chapter 6.
The second paragraph of the Main Aim of Chapter 7 (Ensure that new housing
provision …….) is dealt with in Chapter 6, not Chapter 7. We suggest that you also
move this paragraph from the Main Aim of Chapter 7 and add it to the Main Aim of
Chapter 6.
Chapter 7 would then be better titled “Number (or level) of appropriate
developments” or something similar.
The Main aim of Chapter 7 would therefore be the first part of the current Main Aim
with a bit added, i.e. “Support the level of new dwellings, particularly ……. within
the existing urban area and resist further developments on greenfield sites.”

Page 11
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Some well-made points, and we Aims section re-drafted, and aims
have revised the relevant aims carried forward to subsequent chapters
and other text
more consistently

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response
Finally, we suggest the Chapter 7 would be better placed ahead of Chapter 6 –
hence the NP will deal first with the appropriate level of development and then with
the various aspects of this development – the design of the neighbourhood,
employment, tourism, the town centre, transport, education, the natural
environment.
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Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response
7.Housing
A very well laid out and clearly presented plan. Good to see so many people
interested in their Town/Neighbourhood Plan. Glad that we have such a
good team to present the problems facing us with the look of housing. But
who will buy them? Will they just be dormitories. Hopefully not.
Provision for adequate parking on gay (?) new builds or extensions ie for
every bedroom one car parking space.

Public open day

Public open day
Public open day

Is there any affordable homes for young people in the plan?
Would like to see renewable energy incorporated into new builds at a point
when it is more financially viable: Air Source Heat Pumps. Ground Source
Heat Pumps, Solar Heating (water), Solar Panels for producing Electric.

Public open day

Public open day

There must be affordable housing!
I think it is most important to emphasise the need for:
Affordable housing and social housing
Housing for the elderly – ie sheltered housing
To put as much pressure on developers as possible.
Housing – use the brownfield sites NOW + make the homes affordable
To promote & prioritise the use of brownfield sights
To encourage the idea of some houses/flats be for the rented sector –
housing association or council houses.
Housing. Affordable – make it really happen! Sheltered housing for elderly
More emphasis on

Public open day

Public open day

Public open day

Sheltered housing needed on the new development as well as affordable
housing for local families. Allow Somerset people to be able to live here.
Houses MUST be available to those on lower incomes.

Public open day

In the context of such a large increase in population/housing in Cary I worry Public open day
about whether the houses will even sell (&)Traffic issues. But I am not
against new houses in Cary – just the numbers
Page 20 Main Aim should the two points in the green box be prefaced by
‘To’?
Page 20 - caption ‘Castle Cary North Street’
7.1 ‘settlement hierarchy’ What on earth is this when it’s at home?
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Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

SSDC

We understand the point that
impacts on settlement hierarchy
and some other matters have
been addressed by the LP.
However, the fact remains that
the absence of an overall
masterplan for the DofG has
allowed permissions to be
granted on an ad hoc basis, and
to an extent substantially
greater than expected, without
reference to any form of
comprehensive strategy for the
DofG, especially in terms of links
to the town centre. Dealing with
these at the reserved matters
stage is now only possible on a
potentially unsatisfactory siteby-site basis.

7.2 a. – the DoG will not impact on the settlement hierarchy, which has
already been established through the adopted Local Plan. There are extant
planning permissions within the DoG; therefore the impact on the settlement
hierarchy and self-containment have already been considered as has the
principle of the impact of those proposals on infrastructure. The points listed
b-d will be addressed at the reserved matters stage and can be dealt with
through existing Local Plan policies.

7.2b NB If this is infringed we can use Parson Woodforde in the campaign…
7.2c Issues such as public rubbish bins; dog refuse containers; light
pollution (sensitively designed street lights); railings; pavements surfaces
and street furniture in general should be considered carefully.
7.2d add in ‘, Carymoor Environmental Centre’ after ‘environmental sites’
and before ‘and wider countryside.’
7.6 Housing. Warning. Take note

7.6 talks about a district council 'failure'. Whilst my feeling on first reading
here is that Castle Cary has been dealt an underhand blow regarding this
'direction of growth' development, I also feel that the document remains
incomplete whilst it references an unresolved district council criticism.
7.6 I believe this para is incorrect in that it is an over-simplification of NPPF
Para 49. I strongly argue that the paragraph should end as follows ‘, unless it
can be proved that development will cause demonstrable adverse impacts
that could outweighs the need’.
7.8 We acknowledge to have a plan at all is a good idea and trying to use
brown field sites before green field sites to meet the housing demand is the
way to go.
7.8 (and 5.1) Brownfield sites. These should all be developed before any
more greenfields sites are used

We understand your point but
this is not the thrust of the
paragraph

para re-drafted

7.9 –need to be explicit about attracting start-ups and be very firm that the
continued absence of high-speed broadband (fibre to the door) places the
town and environs at a major economic and cultural disadvantage.
7.9 This will also lead to a fragmentation of the fown and lack of cohesiveness.
Table 7.1. The various totals are difficult to understand. This is compounded in 7.8
which says there are 80 potential brownfield dwellings but Table 7.1 seems to say
75.

Table 7.1The current table could be made clearer if it was set out slightly
differently. It is important to be able to see what has been completed as
opposed to what is committed (dwellings with planning permission that have
not commenced or are under construction). The following table provides
suggested headings and the latest monitoring published in the Authority
Monitoring Report (AMR) in October 2017. Specific sites could be referred to
in the supporting text.

Page 14

SSDC
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The formatting of Table 7.1
became corrupted in the
publication process and we
acknowledge that this, together
with subsequent changes to the
actual position, has caused
difficulty in interpreting the data Table 7.1 redrafted and reformatted

SSDC

Source (email from
resident unless
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Consultation response

Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

7.7 -7.13It is already acknowledged in the NP that merely granting planning
permission for more housing is unlikely to increase the rate of completions,
so the concerns expressed about rapid expansion of the town may not come
to fruition
7.6 – Ansford/Castle Cary is designated a ‘Local Market Town’ in the Local
Plan and new housing is directed to a designated Direction of Growth. The
absence or otherwise of a five year housing land supply would not
necessarily be a material consideration in the case of sites in this area.
7.9 – the amount of employment land and floorspace created to date at
Ansford/ Castle Cary is actually amongst the highest in the District. The
nature of the employment and jobs created is also typical of that across the
District, where there seems little appetite for high density activities and
buildings such as offices. The Council’s employment monitoring database
refers
It is worth remembering that whilst the Council can allocate land and grant
planning permission, it cannot control when and how quickly developments
come forward. The Government’s methodology for calculating five-year
housing land supply means that the 20% for non-delivery is applied to the
backlog which makes it even more difficult to achieve. Once the Local Plan
Review is adopted the District Council will be able to ‘re-set the clock’ from
2014 onwards.
The BMI and Priory sites are in the Development Area and if an appropriate
scheme were to come forward could be granted planning permission. A key
issue at the BMI site has been viability.

Once the LP review reaches an
appropriate stage, it will be
necessary to re-visit the NP and
consider what revisions are
required

It is important to remember that the Local Plan is being reviewed (to cover
the period 2014-2034), local planning authorities are required to review their
plans in whole or part every five years and have to continue to make
provision for new housing and employment growth into the future.
There are opportunities to promote community led housing, co-housing for
older people and self-build for young families for instance, which is now
backed by government funds, and to establish Community Land Trusts to own
and manage housing, workplaces, shops and other facilities. An active
participatory rather than just consultative democratic process would harness
the knowledge and energy of residents and suggest the practical actions
required to achieve the aims of the plan.
How to help 'unlock' and bring forward the earliest possible development of
brownfield sites ... for instance. Is it a question of ownership, or do planning
policies regarding density, conservation or parking present a barrier? Could
Community Right to Build Orders or Neighbourhood Development Orders push
for change or would higher residential densities in the town centre improve
financial viability?
7.11 Destinations? Definitions? needed
7.11 I might be inclined to delete the last 14 words of 7.11. (comment
duplicated from above)
Public open day

Page 25 HOU1 Housing. In future builds consideration should be made to
ensure that the brownfield sites are used before green fields are lost.
HOU 1 update for the sites in progress now
Support required for homeworking when planning housing...super fast
broadband connections. Significant numbers of people working in Cary and
Ansford are based at home
HOU2 This policy is directly contrary to the permissive approach set out in
the adopted Local Plan, which guides development specifically to within the
Direction of Growth, most of which is already the subject of planning
permissions

Page 15
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Policy HOU2 was drafted to
reflect significant local concerns
about apparently excessive
numbers of planning
permissions being granted
compared with the LP minimum
requirement, at the same time
as an apparent absence of
progress on brownfield sites
within the settlement area. Such
concerns remain, but it is not

Policy HOU2 re-worded to commence
with the words: "While there remains a
substantially higher number of
unimplemented permissions for new
dwellings within the NP area compared
with the Local Plan mimimum
requirement,…"

Policy HOU2 was drafted to

Policy HOU2 re-worded to commence

Source (email from reflect significant local concerns with the words: "While there remains a
resident unless
about apparently excessive
substantially higher number of
stated)
Comment
NP Group
Plan amendment
numbers
of from
planning
unimplemented
permissions for new

Consultation response

permissions being granted
dwellings within the NP area compared
Agent for
compared with the LP minimum with the Local Plan mimimum
It is argued that the resistance to additional new development on greenfield
housing
requirement, at the same time requirement,…"
sites coupled with a strong focus on additional new development in the
developer
as an apparent absence of
neighbourhood area being on brownfield land is not consistent with the
(extracts
progress on brownfield sites
adopted or emerging polices of the development plan which allow for
indicating
within the settlement area. Such
development within the ‘Direction of Growth’ area at Ansford and Castle Cary
principal
The fact that there are still brownfield sites in Castle Cary that could deliver representations concerns remain, but it is not
residential development demonstrates that they are not currently from 22-page the intention to promote direct
conflict with the LP
commercially attractive to the market and therefore are not contributing to
document)
housing land supply at the present time.

At Castle Cary it is noted that even the extant green field planning
permissions are proving slow to deliver, hence the need for facilitative
housing delivery policies in the CCANP to increase the deliverable supply to
ensure a pipeline of deliverable sites for the new plan period 2014-2034
While the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan states that it will support the
provision of the level of new homes required by the Local Plan it does not
facilitate this easily by restricting new development to brownfield sites and
accordingly is considered to be contrary to the NPPG.
In order that the wider area can be comprehensively developed and best use
made of land in this part of Castle Cary and Ansford it is submitted that the
CCANP should be facilitative in terms of allowing new residential
development to come forward at the site in accordance with the Direction of
Growth policy in the adopted South Somerset Local Plan (2015).
Indeed, it is logical that our client’s site is developed sequentially with the
adjoining land parcels in order to provide a comprehensive approach to
infrastructure delivery at the Direction of Growth area including enhanced
permeability and connectivity. Leaving the land parcel undeveloped will result
in uncertainty for surrounding properties and land owners.
HOU2 Gladman are confused by the first sentence of the policy, which
appears to states that proposals for housing within the identified ‘direction of
growth’ will not be supported except where a clear local need for affordable
housing is evident. We would like to remind the Town and Parish Council’s
that this direction of growth is identified in the adopted Local Plan with the
following being stated in respect of this defined area, ‘direction of growth’
(DofG), to the north-west of the town beyond the existing development area
boundary, within which ‘a permissive approach will be taken when
considering housing proposals . . .”.
If as it appears, Policy HOU2 is seeking to resist development in this
location, the policy would be in direct contradiction to the adopted Local Plan
and as such would fail to meet basic condition (e). Gladman suggest that the
wording of this policy is revisited and that consistency with the local plan
takes priority.
Further, the policy seeks to restrict development outside of the defined
settlement boundary. Gladman do not consider the use of settlement
boundaries to be an effective response to future development proposals if it
would act to preclude the delivery of otherwise sustainable development
opportunities, as indicated in the policy. The Framework is clear that
development which is sustainable should go ahead without delay. The use of
settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from coming
forward on the edge of settlements does not accord with the positive
approach to growth required by the Framework and is contrary to basic
condition (a).

Housing
developer

Page 16

Page 16 of 37

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response

Comment from NP Group

Resident of
adjoining parish

Page 25 HOU2 A priority for me is to ensure an adequate district -wide
supply of affordable housing [ AH ] . It is clear that housing prices in the
open countryside are high and will remain high [ especially in a region like
South Somerset with many holiday homes ] . This is a common problem
across the country . Therefore I believe it is especially important to ensure
there is sufficient AH in towns, such as Castle Cary/ Ansford. On this
subject, my concern is the wording of Policy HOU2 [ p.25] , which seems to
me to be unusually difficult to understand , and arguably ambiguously
worded. If so, might it provide a field day for lawyers?
In reaching that view, my thoughts are as follows:
1. With 620 dwellings in the NP area either completed or with permission, the
available supply is 65% in excess of the minimum requirement of 374 in the
LP period [ para 7.4 ] . Nevertheless despite this excess supply there is
stated to be a shortage of AH [ para 4.2 ] . I do not see anywhere in the NP
what percentage of these 620 dwellings AH is or is expected to be .
Presumably that is because we do not and cannot know the answer , for
example because developers may invoke the ‘ viability test ’ to try to reduce
their AH commitments.
2. Therefore from my perspective the primary aim of the NP as regards AH
should surely be to maximise the AH component in any FUTURE
development.
3. I doubt whether Policy HOU2 as currently worded would achieve that aim.
For example, here are some random thoughts generated by the unclear
wording :
a. It is unclear whether it is referring to an ALREADY identified need [ in
which case, where is the evidence base? ] ; or whether the local councils
will conduct a housing needs survey every time there is a new proposal ; or
whether the developer will be expected to conduct a HNS as part of the
application process.
b. If there is no ‘clearly identified local need’ , will the local councils support
an application even if there is a low AH component in the proposal ?
c. Could a developer claim that any AH component, even if inadequate, ‘
will help meet a clearly identified local need for AH ’ ?

d. Lets say 124 AH dwellings are expected to be included in the 620
dwellings either completed or with permission [ i.e. 20% ] . However we do
not know how many of those AH dwellings will actually be built. Therefore
any developer making a new proposal cannot prove that his proposal will ‘
help meet a need that is not capable of being met elsewhere '. Therefore
arguably there is an unacceptable element of ‘ Catch 22 ‘ in this policy, which
discriminates against developers. Therefore could a lawyer claim that the
policy is against the public interest and should be voided ?
If the primary aim of this policy is indeed to boost the supply of AH , as it
appears to be, wouldn’t it be simpler just to require that any new
development must be consistent with the aims and principles of the NP AND
include a specified percentage of AH, say 30%?
However I do appreciate that this whole area of AH is a minefield and that
there is no easy answer to anything . I hope it is useful to flag up these
concerns, which I accept may be groundless.
Noted - reference to outside the
Page 25 HOU2 The statement a little confusing, partly because of
settlement area removed
outside the settlement boundary being brought in. Is it the same as the
Page 25 HOU2 Lots of good stuff in the plan – recommend:
Public open day
Housing should include a large proportion which is affordable and/or Housing
Association for rent and shared equity.

Page 17

Page 17 of 37

Plan amendment

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response

Comment from NP Group

8.Employment and Enterprise
Public open day

With no obvious employment what will people do?

Co-ordinate tourism/employment enterprise by development of artisan workspaces Public open day
for artists and craftspeople.
Main Aim The word town in both cases should have a lower case t.
There was a feeling that there is little support from local politicians and local people
Business
breakfast
for larger business development & therefore employment development
meeting
John Boyd Textiles are often asked if there are premises available to rent so it
Business
appears to them that there is a need for some more industrial / commercial units in
breakfast
Cary
meeting
Emily Estates currently employ 30 people and it will be 130 when they open in
Business
Spring 2019. They would like staff to be local, from Wincanton and Cary and are
breakfast
willing to put on their own bus transport for them
meeting
Business
Emily estates already think that local bakers and other shops are benefiting from
breakfast
contractors and staff coming into town to buy their lunches
meeting
There was a question raised about grants for commercial units. Are they still
Business
available for the proposed new employment land?
breakfast
meeting
8.1 Employment - there appears to be a very small area of land set aside for
employment opportunities which looks completely disproportionate to the space
allocated for housing. Where are all the new residents going to be working?
Public open day

Page 26 Encourage employment opportunities
Page 26 Employment – where are these people going to work? Local employment
probably won’t financially cover the ability to buy these new houses UNLESS they
are sensibly priced.

Public open day

SSDC

8.4 and EMP1 Applications for warehousing/distribution businesses will need to be
considered on their merits and cannot be dismissed on matters of principle. Traffic
impact would usually be a consideration. As stated above, evidence on the Long
term Forecasting and Understanding Market Trends reports show that the demand
for B1 use in South Somerset is very limited.

8.4 Social Grade of economic opportunities within Cary to focus on A1/A2 as well
as B1/B2 to drive economic growth and have a knock-on effect on socio-economic
development in Cary.
8.4/5 What plans are in place to attract new businesses to the town?
8.6 It was pointed out that the proposed access to the employment land off Torbay
Road doesn’t look sufficient for large trucks

While there are local concerns
about large warehouse
development, the NP does not
seek to dismiss them in
principle. Local concerns are
substantially based on traffic
issues, which are addressed in
Policy TRA2
Public open day

Business
breakfast
meeting

... to actively promote Castle Cary/Ansford as a location for modem employment
development. Is this a question of making land available at the right price with the
necessary transport and other infrastructure in place, or is it to do with grants for start
up businesses for example
8.7 I wonder if the word 'actively' is superfluous?
8.8 insert ‘industrial’ between ‘Torbay Road’ and ‘site’.
Page 28, EMP 1 policy maybe insert 'non-agricultural' before 'land'.
Page 28, EMP 1 policy - earlier in the document you refer to B1 only. Which is it?
B1 or B1 and B2? If the latter, earlier reference in the document needs correcting.
EMP2 This is already addressed in the NPPF and there is no need to replicate
national policy.
P 28 Picture caption – start all the nouns with capital letters.
Other general points:

My immediate comment having just finished reading it is whether it is
appropriate to add an element of strategic to help inform future employment and
education and so the long-term prosperity of the town.

SSDC
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Do we want to be the home of craft food and drink production for example?
Set up a new Cider Research Institute or a Cheese Research Facility?

Or a hub of rural digital excellence with fast internet connections, start up
office space and a coding education speciality at a new Ansford Academy 6th
form?

Or a crafts facility for work with local stone, textiles and wood?

Or a green energy hub?

I am sure there are lots of ways we could become the destination for certain
types of businesses and people. The above are just a few ideas off the top of my
head and from my own interests.

Economic development - Building more homes for which many of those
householders would need to drive to access their employment or travel further by
train to destinations such as Bristol, Yeovil and Taunton. I see very little suggestion
of how new local employment would be found to cater for local people to prevent
them travelling outside of the area for employment, which in turn increases the
need for further road infrastructure. Further road infrastructure would ruin the
beauty and tourism of the local region. I would have hoped to have seen more
information on economic development from Somerset County Council and what
they are offering via business grants / inward investment to support the growth and
prosperity to the area.

Tourism/Business – Banks would go a long way to help everyone. I don’t want to go Public open day
into YEOVIL or SHERBORNE
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9.Tourism
I feel that there seems to be far too much emphasis on promoting the town
within a very small area, almost like 'preaching to the converted'. I think there
needs to be a far more professional approach to promoting the town to a far
wider audience, especially with the arrival of the Emily Estate project and
'The garden' museum. We need to go national. CC is lucky in that it has a
wide variety of accommodation to suit all pockets and of course lots of lovely
independent shops to look at (and in which to spend money!)

9.3 Could the horsehair factory be developed into more of an attraction?
Public open day
There are very good examples elsewhere in the UK. We ought to make more
of it.
9.3 add Sustrans cycle route(s) to the ‘extensive network of footpaths and
bridleways’?
9.4 should be area’s
9.4 penultimate line ‘areas’ should be ‘area’s’.
Page 30 - ‘The Round House lock-up and All Saints’ Church, Castle Cary

Page 30 Tou 1 supported, provided (add comma)
Business
breakfast
meeting

TOU1 The wording “appropriate scale” in the draft policy was questioned.
What does it mean? What is the scale? Who decides?
9.7 ‘protection and improvement of the network of country footpaths’ – also
add ‘maintenance’? (or is this effectively covered in 9.8?)
Other points about Tourism

When you reference the Horsehair Factory and the Museum, maybe
add a little sentence about each. Both are significant from a tourism
perspective and the former is unique in the UK. Surely worth an explanation.

Footpaths - There is support for footpaths being ‘kept open and in a
usable state’ but I hope this could be strengthened to include their
improvement/enhancement. We have an extensive and interesting network
of historic footpaths, particularly in Ansford. For example, those leading to
the playing field - used by many children going to and from Ansford Academy
- are unattractive and poorly maintained. The path to the station, which
serves such a useful purpose, is not only unlit but also sometimes overgrown
in summer and always full of litter.
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10 The Town Centre
Main Aim Free parking is essential from a retailers point of view.
Make sure places serving food can open in the evening to diversify
Public open day
restaurant provision in the town.
Buildings in the Town Centre above the shops need to be tidying up a long
Public open day
time ago. Don’t let them get worse!
Ensure no supermarket is given permission to build which would decimate
Public open day
the shops in the town.
10.1 - delete the word ‘bank’ - they are all closed now. And the Library is
under threat too.
10.1: Maybe replace 'bank' with 'large post office'.
10.1 Update bank and say local library is at risk. Should reference be made
to CC’s historic dance studio in the Market House? 6th line down town centre
should have lower case t and c.
Para 10.1. Unfortunately the bank has gone and the library is under threat.

10.1 we no longer have a bank. Delete ‘such as a bank’.
10.1 - we question the inclusion of a bank and a local library as we seem to
be losing both of these facilities.
10.1 ‘non-retail services such as a bank and local library’ – update to reflect
that bank has gone and library is under threat?
10.1 More ‘useful’ shops are required in CC. Perhaps 1 of the Brownfield
Public open day
sites could be developed as a mini market + a parade of shops incorporated
into the new developments already in progress. ? Co-op expanded into the
old Consti Club building
10.1 ‘including a small supermarket’?
10.1 The Co-op shop is too small for our expanding community. Could I
Public open day
suggest you let them use the consti club or similar development with car
parking. Wincanton has the image.
10.2 Contribute to the feeling of pride, success and ownership of our town
10.3 Keep numbering system consistent – 60 and six!!
10.3 - do we really have 60 outlets?
10.3 - update number of vacant outlet premises, the situation has improved
since March 2017 and it is less now.
Public open day

10.4 Concerns regarding the amount of on street parking in Church Street
and South Street and Woodcock Street especially with regard to access by
emergency services. Parking in the town – as always an ongoing issue.
10.4 Lower case t and c for town centre (twice)
10.4 You say you wish to support local shops and businesses however,
shops succeed on the level of footfall they get and some of your suggestions
will further erode footfall, which has already been severely knocked due to
the loss of both banks:
1 You suggest 'on road' parking is a problem and adds to congestion. Traffic
is a sign of a bustling, healthy town. Please think very carefully before you do
away with any on street parking. That will reduce footfall.
2. You suggest we need pedestrian areas and traffic calming measures. We
assume this would reduce parking spaces too, which would deter people
from outlying villages, from driving to town and reduce footfall still further.
The best traffic calming measure has been proved to be on street parking
anyway.
3. You suggest we should divert through traffic away from the town centre.
But we get many New customers who discover Castle Cary for the first time
when 'just passing through' so stopping this potential new source of custom
will again reduce footfall
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10.4 & 10.6 -The draft plan should be generally acceptable to all as long as
the High Street area for shopping is preserved generally as it currently exists
and FREE parking retained. The best possible compromise between traffic
flow in the Town centre without too much loss of on street short term parking
should be sought. Should the possibility of an out of town supermarket ever
be considered, with free parking, then Castle Cary will lose all its present
character. One only has to look at three nearby high streets, namely Wells,
Wincanton and Shepton Mallet, to see how these can kill a town's centre.

10.4 & 10.6 SUGGESTION RE HIGH STREET BY OLD NAT WEST
BANK AND NEW 20MPH ZONE For many years there has been a problem
outside the old Nat West Bank with traffic, simply because it is too narrow to
have two way traffic and parking. It causes many delays and can be a
problem for the emergency services.This could be alleviated by putting in a
pinch point by the entrance to Pithers Yard. Priority would be for traffic
leaving town (re fire engines and ambulance response and to get traffic away
from the High St).The one or two parking spaces lost could be regained by
extending the parking allowed a little further up near Highfield House if this is
a major concern It would also make it less dangerous for vehicles leaving
Pithers Yard. I do not believe this proposal would cause cars to increase
speed but I think a 20mph zone could be started by this pinch point and
cover the High St and Fore St.
10.4 & 10.6 - Agree, on-street parking is ESSENTIAL to the life of the town
centre. Most cars come & go quite frequently, enabling subsequent visitors
to stop too. Any further restriction would detract from the easy accessibility of
the town centre at present. (Just visit towns that have removed on-steet
parking and see how their high streets die). Through traffic needs to be
restricted or discouraged more and the introduction of a 20MPH speed limit
would act as a deterrence and improve safety too.
10.5 Lower case t and c for town centre and lower case t for town.
10.6 See my points on page 9 re traffic.
10.6 on-street parking (short stay) is very useful for locals (particularly the
elderly, those with small children, people picking up and dropping off heavy
and bulky loads) and visitors alike. Without on street parking there is little
chance of converting ‘through traffic’, which the plan seems to think does not
add to the town’s economy, into a profitable ‘stop and shop’ opportunity.
(‘Stop and Shop in Cary’ could be quite a good slogan in promoting Castle
Cary as a retail/visitor attraction …). Feel very strongly that the town centre
should not be pedestrianised. There must be more imaginative solutions that
could be considered!
10.6 References for the studies are still stated to be required.
10.7 - punctuation needs sorting – the colon and semicolon in the first
sentence could be replaced by commas

SSDC

10.7 You suggest that by blocking any applications to convert shops to
residential use, you are going to 'maintain the number of shops'. However, by
your first three suggestions (pek’s note: See numbered items above in 10.4)
you will reduce footfall and make running a shop in Castle Cary unviable! To
then stop those of us who own the shops from at least having some chance
of putting them to good use, is, in our opinion, unrealistic and out of tune with
central government thinking.
10.7 The plan doesn't seem to allow for any additional retail space. While
we wouldn't want the shops within the town centre to be adversely affected
we are unsure if they have the capacity to meet the needs of significant
numbers of new residents. A larger co-op or other quality supermarket (in the
old constitutional club for instance?) might prevent many people taking the
vast majority of their custom elsewhere.
10.7 - there are currently TWO existing unused larger spaces suitable for
retail - the former Barclays Bank and former NatWest Bank.
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Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment

SSDC
10.7 The Retail and Main Town Centre Uses Study (July 2017) identifies
some limited capacity for growth at Ansford/ Castle Cary in food shopping,
non-food shopping and food & beverage outlets. If the town centre is
constrained and there is no scope for expansion as stated, where should this
be located? Total food capacity is stated to be 737m2 (which is a small
supermarket, co-op type development) by 2029.
It was questioned whether it would be possible in the future to turn down a
supermarket, once the town is bigger. As if there is one here there will then
be an effect on the existing shops.

While there is no obvious town
centre site suitable for
expansion of this nature, we
must rely on national and LP
policy on location of retail
development
para amended to reflect this

Business
breakfast
meeting

10.7 It is essential (to conserving the unique quality of the town) that historic
retail premises are protected esp. architectural features, signs etc. Also
milestones; insurance stamps; capitals; details of historic/architectural merit.
Small is beautiful – scale should not hold back imaginative retailers
10.8 Can covenants be put on commercial buildings to ensure they are not
converted to residential use?
10.8 ‘…resist proposals for change of use…’ - Firmly AGREE!
10.8 Allowing commercial property to be converted to residential use could
help fill the targets for housing, in a much gentler and environmentally
friendly way than tearing up our fields. So please don't rule that idea out
altogether.
10.8 We must keep the library – with extra housing taking place it will
continue to be important – a mobile library would not be sufficient for a town.

Public open day

10.9 No pressing need at the present – traffic flow, at least on Fore Street
conducive to a good retail experience.
TC1 At present, neither the policy or its supporting text recognise the
changes of use that could occur without planning applications under the
provisions of the General Permitted Development Order 2015 and is not
implementable. A number of changes from A Class Uses to D2 and C3 Uses
are permitted in this way.
TC2 This could also refer to a scenario where commensurate car parking
space is provided in an alternative Town Centre location.
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Comment from NP Group

11 Transport infrastructure and accessibility
Whilst the following points do not fall strictly within the plan’s remit, I hope
you might forward them to the necessary agencies.
Much development will be directly off the A371, particularly Hillcrest, BMI,
and other developments. The A371 is becoming increasingly busy with large
articulated vehicles using it to access the A303. There will also be an
increased number of children (from the proposed estates) using the road to
access Ansford School.
 The most ideal solution would be to divert heavy vehicles down the A37
however currently this is not possible due to the height restrictions at the
Lydford railway bridge, however when speaking to a highways employee he
inferred that it was not out of the question for this to be resolved by changing
the road level. Can this be explored?
 Failing this the consideration of speed restriction between the traffic lights
and the school to 20 miles an hour. Currently traffic accelerate out of the
traffic lights often taking a wide swing by the Ansford Inn, endangering
people walking on pavement. Whilst there is a pedestrian crossing to the
north of Ansford School, the majority of children come from the Ansford
direction and cross before the pedestrian crossing. Can an additional
crossing be considered. Last year a child was hit whilst not seriously this is
indicative of the potential problem.
 The siting and length of the traffic lights will need to be considered when

traffic from the BMI site, Red House and Hillcrest sites are developed.
 The condition of the road is poor through the traffic lights and beyond

resulting in increased traffic noise through the night as empty trailers hit pot
holes
In conclusion having such a major road though a conservation area, by a
secondary school with increased estates running off it, is really not
acceptable.
Main Aims. Lower case T and C for town centre
ELECTRICITY POINTS FOR CARS.

Public open day These are being discussed
by the TC and SSDC at
the moment
Public open day

Bi-Pass – from Station to the other side of town.

Public open day

?Increase disabled parking bays along high street.

Cycle paths and footpaths please – block off South Cary Lane to through
Public open day
traffic
Consideration should be given to providing a roundabout at the top of North Public open day
Street. Turning right towards Wincanton is extremely dangerous and visibility
left and right is severely restricted.
Provide ‘humps’ in Station Road (Cary Town to Station Road just before
Public open day
Consti Club and bend.
Public open day
More consideration should be given to cycle tracks in and around the town.
Public open day

Improve the state/signage of footpaths and maintain them.

Appears not to be joined up thinking -transport – road width – access to town Public open day
other than by car,( cycle paths, pedestrian walkways, mini bus)
Public open day
Excellent to note cycle paths/routes are included.
Traffic + parking – Use a brownfield site, say the nursery for off-road parking

Public open day

Section 11 General Point – there should be use of the term ‘Local Highway
Authority’ rather than “highways authorities”.

SSDC

Page 24

Page 24 of 37

Plan amendment

Source (email from
resident unless
stated)

Consultation response

Comment from NP Group

Plan amendment
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Unfortunately a connecting bus service from the town centre to the railway
station is unlikely to prove viable, although there are mechanisms for
maintaining existing bus services such as free introductory bus travel from
new developments. This primarily because: (A) The diverse nature of
terminal points (i.e. where people live/work) means that people are unlikely
to travel into the town centre to then travel by bus to the station. Even if a
circular route were envisaged the actual journey time (when compared to a
more direct route from their home/work) would mean it’s unlikely to be
attractive.(B) The actual population, even with growth, when one considers
the probable mode share for both bus and rail, even with excellent services
would not be sufficient to provide the critical mass required to cover costs.
11.1 could insert 'pedestrian and' between 'with' and 'residential'.
11.1 first sentence – could ‘not only… but also’ be replaced by ‘both….and’
(might make it easier to read). Could you also say ‘serious cause for
concern’ ?

Resident of
2nd bullet I heartily endorse the many references throughout the NP to the
adjoining parish
inadequacy of the B3153 to carry its existing high levels of HGV traffic, let
alone any increase, through Clanville and its inadequate junction with the
A371 at Ansford Bridge, copy attached. The points being made in the NP
have been highlighted and endorsed by two Planning Inspectors having
dismissed appeals to build a concrete batching plant at Dimmer. These
decisions were largely based on the view that the B3153 between Lydford
Cross and Ansford Bridge is already dangerous, carries excessive numbers
of HGVs and yet is little more than a country lane in part. Only last week a
third Planning Inspector came to the same conclusion, dismissing an appeal
to establish a parking and valeting service for 991 used cars at Dimmer. We
now have three separate Planning Inspectors all taking the opposite view to
Somerset Highways. Paragraph 16 of the appeal dismissal is perhaps
instructive as to why.
Public open day The section of Ansford Hilll
between Tuckers Lane and Elms
Lane appears to be a further
"hot-spot" - also with no
pedestrian footway on the
Additional hot-spot added to text and
north side
map

There is a narrow stretch of the A371 at Ansford Hill where my neighbours
and I have collected numerous wing mirrors from colliding lorries. Highways
have rubbed out the white line here, proving the road is too narrow
11.1 2nd bullet Concerns: TRAFFIC ALONG B3153 CLANVILLE ROAD –
The 30mph limit is not observed By over 50% of traffic including lorries and
tractors. Pedestrians are in danger if they walk along here – no footpath.

Public open day

11.1 2nd bullet HGV through Clanville should be restricted.

Public open day

2nd bullet ‘threat to residential property’?
3rd bullet – insert ‘see illustration on p. 28’
11.1 3rd bullet I think the current design of the kerb between the traffic
lights (A371) is unfair on pedestrians. The kerb stones have gently slopes,
so lorries are almost invited to drive onto the pavement (which we have seen
them do). Also, it enables the heavy lorries to keep the roadway clear by
sweeping the rainwater, mud and grit off the carriageway and straight onto
the pavement .... showering any unfortunates who happen to be walking
there at the time. Hence, when you walk along that bit of road you will usually
see the roadway clean as a whistle and the pavement covered in mud and
grit. Maybe a mention of how this particular problem can be addressed, in
favour of the many pedestrians who use the footpath, could be included in
the NP?
Public open day
Page 33.
Ensure cycle and footpaths link up.
Fully support the concept of paths to be increased to reduce the use of cars.
Maintain and upgrade current historical paths.
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11.2 There’s an opportunity to make CC a cycle friendly town by ‘going big
on cycle lanes and building on the already v good complex of National cycle
network of routes - Sustrans etc. that run around town c.f. South Cary Lane
etc. Town Centre needs lower case T & C.
11.2 Pedestrian/Cycle path in vicinity of train station needs improving in light Public open day
of new housing developments and increased footfall/car usage.
Public open day
11.2 It would be good to be able to get to the station safely by bicycle.
11.3 - we don't really understand where this route would go.
11.4 - three dot points: please re-word 'train station' to Railway station.
Most other references in the document refer correctly to ‘Railway station.
11.4 first Bullet. As I have noted before, I do not see this (as a retailer) as a
priority. Remove capital letters from Town Centre

Local resident
and retailer

second bullet. Add in after “and lit” imaginatively, avoiding light pollution
Para 11.1 (3 bullet) – not only does the A371 take massive HGVs through a
residential area but also right past a large school, and nearly all the kids have to
cross the road getting to and from the school.
rd

third bullet remove the word ‘from’
fourth bullet my understanding was that the LEP (local employment
partnership) was funding an expansion at the station? I may be wrong
11.4 ‘suitably signed and lit’ – is there scope in the plan for a town lighting
policy, that would mitigate light pollution and over lighting?
Public open day

11.4 Traffic calming is needed in Fore Street and Station Road.
4.14 to 4.18 (and 11.2 and 11.4) highlight some identified deficiencies. I
wonder if the document might be more complete if some references could be
made to plans for addressing the issues described?

11.5 – ‘Castle Cary railway station…’ would be more specific
11.5 ‘most used railway station’ - what are the stats to support this/ worth
mentioning the source?
11.5 - Essential improvements needed in Railway Timetable and Car
Parking. Both of these current shortcomings restrict train usage and thus
increase road usage.
11.5 Transport. It would be good to be able to get to Taunton/Exeter by train Public open day
IN THE MORNING, earlier eg to work or get to hospital appts.
11.5 .- last bit. This is back to front wayward planning.
11.6 – last bit. Absolutely.
11.7 an entirely selfish view ... I use the footpath to the station quite a lot
and I like it just as it is. I worry that any increased urbanisation (e.g. lighting)
might spoil the countryside setting of the path.
11.7 This is key, many pedestrians, visitors do not use this as it is so badly
signed + difficult to navigate – conversations with customers in the bookshop
bear this out..
11.7 I’d like to see footpaths/bike tracks to link housing to schools and shops Public open day
i.e. Torbay Road via Brookfields to back of Millbrook Gardens/Church via
Memorial Wood.
11.7 - Beware of urban clutter eg increased & inappropriate (for a historic
environment) designs of signage for new routes.
11.7 of the NP talks about improving the footpath between Ansford Hill to
the station. I use that path regularly and have no problem - think it is a great
path (apart from the litter) so I wonder what the envisaged improvements
might be? I think there was also talk improving pedestrian access to the
station. I walk from Cumnock Terrace to the station and back quite a lot, so if
there was a path which zipped across the fields behind the school, to give
me even more direct access, that would be great!
11.9 Where can the policies map be found?
11.9 Where is the map referred to?
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11.9 The input of Somerset County Council as the Local Highway Authority
would be helpful in this section. It is understood that there are issues about:
 How the road would be funded and delivered.
The existing geometry of the A371/B3152 junction makes it difficult for
HGVs to pass here. This would be exacerbated if the route were to be used
more as a result of the new link road.
 The existing road through the Torbay Road Industrial Area is
not adopted by the Local Highway Authority. If it were to be so,
information about its earlier construction would be required to
ascertain if this was sufficient.
 There may be ownership and legal issues affecting the ability
to form a route leading directly from the Industrial Area.


Unfortunately we don’t comment on Neighbourhood Plans from a Highways perspective.
Should the development sites be taken forward through the District Local Plan or planning
applications then we will comment on the highways implications of the sites at that time.
There are a large number of such plans in development and we are not able to service that
early stage in the process.

Local Highway
Authority

Page 36 – captions ‘Successful campaign to retain free parking’ and ‘Newly
painted signpost’
Page 36 Picture captions needed
Page 36 TRA1 – insert comma after ‘appropriate’
Other Transport points

I would like to see the Town Council setting up a feasibility group to
improve train communication. If Castle Cart cannot supply work then train
commuting to Bristol Taunton etc would be the answer. The train brings so
many advantages to an area.

I would like to see included a designated plan for cycles and
pedestrians to the train stations and any development along Station Road
should include such provision.

We moved to Old Ansford Inn two years ago and, in that time, have
noticed a significant increase in the number and size of HGVs using the
A371. We are somewhat surprised by the increase as when the road was
closed it didn't seem to cause goods vehicles a major problem. Perhaps it is
time to consider some restrictions on the size and speed of vehicles using
this road? The footpaths on Ansford Hill are very narrow and it is quite
intimidating to be a pedestrian with vehicles passing at speed. Although
keen cyclists, we don't even attempt to cycle on this road.

The proximity of the station attracted us to the area but we would
endorse the need for enhanced timetabling, improved pedestrian access e.g.
solar lighting on the footpath so that it can be used in the evenings, and
improved connections with local buses and taxis. It can feel as if you've
arrived in the middle of nowhere - especially in the dark and when it's pouring
with rain!
TRA2 There was an expressed lack of understanding about why it appears
the public can stop employment development at Dimmer on grounds of traffic
in Clanville.
It was pointed out that surveys have shown that the roads can cope with
truck traffic to Dimmer
This was seen in the light of increasing delivery traffic from people using
online shopping anyway

Business
breakfast
meeting
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This issue arises as a direct
Revisions to para 11.3 (now9.3)
result of the absence of a
masterplan for the DofG - itself
a a matter of great
disappointment to the NP
councils and those they
represent. While accepting that
there are technical, funding and
ownership issues to be resolved,
we maintain that the LP
requirement for a link road has
yet to be properly resolved by
any current planning
permission.

Source (email from
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Consultation response
12 Education, Social and Community Assets
1. We share the well-expressed “Aims” of the Plan.
2. In para 4.10 we would like to add that not only does the Academy have a
good reputation, it is rated ‘Good’.

Comment from NP Group

Governors of
Ansford
Academy

It is important that the plan does not omit the significance of the churches as
communities and their buildings as facilities. The churches hold public services each
Sunday and during the week they organise many community events in response to
social issues: these include coffee mornings and lunch clubs which reduce isolation,
Lent lunches for social gathering and charity fundraising, Messy church for young
families, a toddler group, and Monday Mugs for parents. Many church members
are active in local organisations and work as charity and care volunteers. The three
church buildings are historically and architecturally significant and listed. The
Churches Together
Anglican churches are open during the day and provide quiet space for local people
in Castle Cary and
and are places of interest for visitors.
Ansford
The church buildings are also significant local facilities. The Methodist Church is
used by Castle Cary Choir for rehearsals and the Schoolroom is used by many other
local organisations. All Saints' Parish Church is frequently used by the school, by
Churches Together
various groups for displays and concerts, and is being developed as an arts centre. in Castle Cary and
Some of the local youth, and others wanting shelter, use All Saints' porch.
Ansford
Chapter 12 – Main Aim. Add the word “sport ” in the first line

Page 37. Full stop needed at end of picture caption
12.1 ‘an impact on local service provision’ (to avoid having ‘services’ twice
in one sentence)
12.1 - add Museum to the list of community infrastructure.
Caption - ‘Michael Eavis presents a cheque to Greenpeace at Castle Cary
Community Primary School’
12.1 library … delete/update?

As newcomers to Cary, we loved the ‘welcome pack’ that we were given
at the TIC/Market Place when we moved. It was really useful and sent out a
very positive, welcoming signal about Cary.
12.1 – Increased sporting facilities, recreational spaces – will these be
accounted for? Update library reference and add in museum
12.2 Remove word ‘all’
12.3 The School Place Planning Infrastructure Growth Plan for Somerset
2017 shows that, as at April 2017, the Primary School had a net capacity of
236 and was forecast to have a deficit by 2020.

SSDC

In the longer term therefore, additional accommodation will be required to
meet demand from further growth and from developments granted
permission but not yet started. It is understood that only very limited
expansion could take place at the existing site, partly because of differences
in levels and the existing extent of site coverage. It is essential that the views
of Somerset County Council as the Education Authority are sought.
Although the Plan states that provision of a new school to the west of the
town is not supported by the school or local community, it is not clear to what
extent this is the case. Neither is it clear what the extent of the economic
benefits of its existing site are.
It is not known where the stated yield of 15 places being required from every
100 new houses is derived from. It is understood that the County Council
uses the yield of 30 places per 150 dwellings. Similarly, the stated amount of
contribution required may have been superseded and may now be over
£2,800. Again, the views of Somerset County Council as the Education
Authority should be sought.
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Paragraph 12.3. The governors were concerned about the accuracy of the
figures in this paragraph. Their understanding is that the guideline formula is
30 primary school places for every 150 new houses and not the figures
mentioned. The governors were not sure where the figure of £2801.40 per
dwelling for the allocation of funds for primary school education came from,
and thought this should be checked,
Paragraph 12.4. The governors agreed this paragraph should be deleted in
its entirety after the first sentence so it reads: "One option, to build a new
Primary School to the west of the Town, ... ./OUT). The school governors are
currently considering all options and are engaged in working with the County
Council to formulate their views about the best location and nature of the
future school. No conclusions have yet been reached."

The governors of
Castle Cary
Community
Primary School

The governors of
Castle Cary
Community
Primary School

The key to the future of Castle Cary Primary School is in the hands of the Governors
of the School. Whether the Town Council is able to have a discussion with the Head County
and the Governors as to where their plans are is probably better than me chasing Councillor M
Lewis
round the Mulberry bush
Public open day
12.4 Please keep the school in the town centre.
12.4 Primary school expansion needs to be on the current site – this will
maintain its position in the heart of the community and sustain the town
centre.

Public open day

Public open day

12.4 The primary school must stay in the centre of the town.

Public open day

12.4 Hopefully Primary School remains where it is.
12.4 Would suggest Cary Primary School is enlarged on its current site.
WHY NOT INCREASE HEIGHT ie a 2nd Floor despite conservation
arguments. It could be undertaken using aesthetically pleasing designs.

Public open day

12.4 Well done! Amazing work, so positive. Fully endorse Primary School Public open day
staying where it is: cultural, historical and commercial reasons (parents going
thro’ down rather than out)
Public open day
12.4 The Primary School MUST stay in the town!
12.4 If the Primary School is expanded on the existing site, all the traffic from Public open day
the new houses will need to travel into town. The current pavement provision
is very poor.
Public open day
12.4 The re-location of the primary school is detrimental to the town

There was also concern about what would happen to the school building if it
closed.
12.4 This relocation of the school could impact negatively on the unique
neighbourhoodly character of CC. c.f. my previous point re school
parents/children & trade.

Churches Together
in Castle Cary and
Ansford

12.4/12.5 . If capacity is going to be increased at the existing primary and
secondary schools what infrastructure (dedicated footpaths and cycle lanes
for instance) will be put in place to prevent gridlock at dropping off and
collecting times and ensure that it is safe for all pupils approaching/leaving
school? Is there an opportunity to have electric transport systems?

12.4/12.5 (on p. 10 the document also lists Langport as a 6 th form
destination…)

12.5 line two. I think a semi-colon would be more appropriate than a colon
before ‘Yeovil…’. Might it be better, in any case, to end this sentence with
‘nearby towns and villages, principally Yeovil, Street and Bruton.’
12.6 (1 the first 2 lines are accidentally in Bold)
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Comment from NP Group

12.7 Historically, this was also a site for some clay tennis courts (the earliest
in Somerset) which are now sadly missed, and would now provide excellent
recreational facilities for more elderly ‘knee sensitive’ tennis players or the
more whippy Nadal-esque generation of ‘Babolat Musketeers’.
12.8 Scouts now have Viridor funding to update their building
Public open day

12.8 More facilities for young people

12.8 Youth Facilities. We need a swimming pool or a lido, like Shepton
Public open day
Mallet. Could be heated by the dog biscuit factory.
12.8 The use of the term “unadvisedly” in the case of the proposed new
SSDC
school site to the west of the town is entirely inappropriate as it has been
proposed by the Local Education Authority itself.
It was noted with some concern that in the Plan the provision for young people was
in the new development, and that while this will be a convenient space it is away
from the main part of the town.
12.8 Youth Facilities.
Make sure that young people aren’t pushed to the periphery of the town – the
closer to the town centre (and the community centre) the better.

Churches Together
in Castle Cary and
Ansford

Public open day

A youth ‘hub’ on the new development could be good IF it includes several
youth focused groups – eg scouts, guides, cadets and youth club.

12.8 The one thing that I thought was very positive and do hope goes ahead
is the suggested building of a new Scout hut on the “new school” site on
Station Road. What a great way of using the space and if it could be used
for other youth activities/clubs what a wonderful facility it would provide for
the young people in town.
Page 38 Full stop needed at end of picture caption
Page 39, Full stop needed at end of picture caption
12.9 I may have missed this but what about plans for the sports pavilion?
Para 12.9. The reference to Fairfield needs to be updated. As suggested under
para 4.13, maybe use “Fairfield provides a variety of leisure facilities including a
pump-track, a meadow gym for adults, a sensory garden for, amongst others,
elderly and disabled, tables and benches, an adventure trail for younger children,
open grass areas for community events such as the annual fair, and a wild natural
area ” (maybe this is too detailed – shorten as required).
Para 12.9 (or maybe a new paragraph). We feel that something about gardening
and allotments is required. Maybe “Gardening has been shown to improve the
mental health and well-being. New developments should strive to provide suitable
space for household gardens, while the local Councils will aim to provide further
allotments as and when demand requires this.”

Page 39, No mention of All Saints' church and the very real possibility of it
becoming a redundant church or a community/Arts centre
Page 40, Full stop needed at end of picture caption
Page 41 12.11 c.f. my comments about retail, street heritage + importance of
conserving/preserving
Page 41. INF1 Primary School - insert ‘…. close proximity to the existing
premises and the town centre.’
SSDC
INF1 This is not so much a policy, but a statement of intent which has
already been included in the supporting text. It is also directly contrary to the
Local Plan.
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Primary School – Would it be possible to strengthen the wording re the
importance of retaining the primary school on its current site? Perhaps even
more could be made of its proximity to shops and many other town centre
services, allowing combined journeys and thereby reducing car usage etc?
The site is restricted but there is, in principle, potential for extending onto
nearby land eg scout/cadet buildings which are in poor condition - shared
facilities with the school? (If this site is vacated, I am sure the likes of Tesco
would be very interested in it to serve an expanded town – the last thing we
want).
SSDC

INF2 Regard will also need to be had to the District Council’s Regulation 123
list as this sets out what facilities are covered by CIL. Unlike Section 106
contributions, general CIL funds are not tied to specific local projects and it
would not necessarily be the Parish Council’s decision as to where they are
allocated. Although the Parish Council would receive 25% of those collected
in the Parish once a neighbourhood plan is made, in the short term, these
amounts are likely to be very low because so many developments have
already been granted permission under the Section 106 regime.

Noted

We are pleased to see Caryford Community Hall being clearly identified as in on behalf of
Caryford
need of improvements as a matter of urgency. However we would like to
Community
Hall
see it more forcefully emphasised that we are the only community hall in
Cary and Ansford that is seeking funding from S106 monies. The councils
of Castle Cary and Ansford are lucky in having a community hall that places
no regular financial demands on them to balance the books. Over the
years we have consistently improved and maintained the facilities at
Caryford from our own efforts and continue to receive sufficient hire charge
income to cover our normal running costs. To achieve the improvements
that are needed it needs to be clearly stated and publicly so, that CCTC and
APC support our objectives and see the improvements we are proposing,
and working so hard to fund, as a priority. We would like to see a
recognition of this in the Neighbourhood Plan - we are working hard to
improve the facilities for the benefit of everyone in Cary and Ansford, as well
as future proofing the Hall for the influx of new residents as the new housing
developments are completed.

Noted, and the NP councils
confirm that priority will be
given to Caryford in the
allocation of s106 funds
destined for community hall
provision.

INF3 and Appendix A Although obvious in many cases, there doesn’t
SSDC
appear to be any objective assessment of what makes all of these facilities
particularly important. Furthermore, none have been the subject of any
request to list them as ‘Assets of Community Value’ on the District Council’s
Noted
Register.
Infrastructure – doctor – dentist, school etc must be able to cope with larger Public open day
population. NB No Bank, No library (pos) No butcher.
Public open day
Community assets – is the Library promoted
What about the doctors surgery. It cannot take more patients or allow
parking, whilst visiting the surgery.

Public open day
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Noted

additional wording inserted to accord
with para 77 requirements

13. The Natural and Built Environment
Page 42/43. Full stop needed at end of picture captions
13.1 GREENFIELD SITES: We are losing our fields and hedgerows at an
alarming rate. Once built on they can never be replaced. Nesting sites for
birds are destroyed and disruption to breeding happens when fields are built
on – as is the case on Station Road at this time! I thought that destruction of
hedgerows was against the law, except in extreme cases.

Public open day

13.2 - Most of the fields to the east of Station Road are now LOST to
building. There are some remaining fields with their 'hedgerows, trees and
old orchards’ - just one fronting Station Road and two others fronting the
A371 Ansford Hill. Suggest insert the word ‘remaining’
ie ‘The remaining fields to the east of Station Road etc…………’
Para 13.2. Isn’t Lodge Hill a really important green space? It may not be actually
within the town, but by its proximity to the centre of town it is considered by many
as part of the town (see also 13.7 below). It is included in App. A, so should be
included here also. Maybe something like “Lodge Hill forms the eastern boundary
of Castle Cary and is an important green space with valued community access and
stunning views over the surrounding countryside ”.

13.2 Lower case ‘e’ for east
13.3 presumably one Council? – if so, Council’s
Para 13.3. The footpaths and tracks are also highly valued by runners!
Para 13.4. What does “not extensive tracts of land ” mean? Surely the bigger they
are the better.
Para 13.4. Add Lodge Hill to the list

13.4 and ENV2 There doesn’t appear to have been any objective
assessment as to how each of the proposed Local Green Spaces meets the
criteria set out in paragraph 77 of the NPPF.
It appears that no evidence has been provided to support the proposed
designation identified in policy ENV2. As such, this brings into question
whether either of the proposed designations are capable of meeting all three
tests required by National Planning Policy. Gladman recommend that the
Town and Parish Council’s take the time to investigate this matter and
undertake the necessary evidence to support each designation.

SSDC

Housing
developer

Page 43 - caption: ‘Carymoor Environmental Centre’
Page 43
13.2 change upper cases to lower case eg ‘East’ and ‘West’ to East and
West, ie east of Station Road
13.4 - Local Green Spaces - suggest add reference to the designation of
such spaces in the NEW housing developments too as well as the existing
spaces.
Page 44 Full stop needed at end of picture caption
Page 44 In 4.1 you say Castle Cary/Ansford is a thriving market town. In 13.5
you call them linked settlements - a small market town and an enlarged
village. Should be consistent language-wise and also important for the
rationale behind a town council and parish council. Suggest say in 4.1
‘Castle Cary, a thriving market town, and the village of Ansfordare linked
settlements with a population…’
13.5 Keep numbering system consistent (30-40)
13.6 Remove the word ‘local’ before historic environment
13.6 line 9 after ‘respect’ … ‘and, should have a responsibility (stipulated) to
protect it.’
Para 13.7. Maybe add “Councils will work with the local landowner of Lodge Hill to
retain and improve the community access ”.

Page 45 13.7 – ‘and which is excluded from the development area’
Page 45 ENV2 – bullet points – first bullet point needs reformatting if
possible
first bullet point Sort out spacing
last bullet point Remove full stop
Page 46 - ‘Sheep at Cockhill and below The Horse Pond and War Memorial’
General points:
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While supporting the desire to retain trees and hedges wherever
possible we think it important that adequate maintenance is also ensured.
Taking Hillcrest as an example there are a number of trees which are greatly
overgrown, causing the trees on the site of Old Ansford Inn to lean at
increasingly greater angles.

As new residents we were keen to explore the area on foot but have
often found that signposted footpaths were overgrown and thereby
inaccessible. We wholeheartedly endorse the aim to improve the footpath
network, both for the sake of tourists and local residents.

Other matters

- I have seen other NPs make reference to the importance of
community involvement in picking up litter and I wonder if we could find a
place to mention this? Litter has such an impact on the appearance of our
environment; on the way we feel about it and care about it. Walking the path
to the station can be a very unpleasant experience.

- Do we have facilities for parking bikes in town?

- I have felt for a long time that there is need for a comprehensive
assessment of the signage around our town - especially on roads but we
also have some awful fascias/signs on shop fronts in our Conservation Area.
There is undoubtedly scope for reducing clutter and duplication, and thereby
improving the local environment. If it is too late for the NP to cover this, could
it not at least flag it up for future consideration?

- Is it possible to have a sentence or two in the intro about the
responsibility we all share for caring for our environment? This is something
which we really need to engender and which an NP can make reference to
when a LP would not. I know it’s easier said than done but how is it that
some places have more civic pride than others? (As one of a tiny group who
check that the playing field loo is locked at night, I hope for the day when we
will be like a village I visited recently which had not only loo paper but also
fresh flowers in its public toilets!).
Page 46 Full stop needed at end of picture caption
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Appendix A
Page 47,
‘The George Public House’ should be ‘The George Hotel’
Although I am not sure where in the list, ‘Delaware Veterinary Practice’
should be added. It draws in people from quite a wide area.
‘CC Football field’ should be ‘Castle Cary Football field’
Castle Cary Cricket Club should be added
Cary moor Environmental Centre should be added
‘Rugby Club’ should be ‘Castle Cary Rugby Club’
Page 47
Suggested upper case and lower case changes:
Change ‘Post office’ to ‘Post Office’
‘Donald Pither Memorial field’ to ‘Donald Pither Memorial Field’
‘1610 Fitness and leisure’ to ‘1610 Fitness and Leisure’
‘CC Football field’ to ‘CC Football Field’
Page 47, Capital letters needed for Information, Office, Site, Point, Field,
Childrens’ + gap needed before Playground, Toilets, Leisure, Field, Shelters;
Also note the Horsepond Inn is now closed
Appendix A – add in Allotments in Cockhill
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Appendix C
Page 48,
You should state who is Chair of the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group
‘CCTC Chair of Planning’ should be ‘Castle Cary Town Council Chair of
Planning
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Unclassifiable:
Naturally, all of my comments are made 'without prejudice' and only reflect
my individual views in regard to the imminent over-development of our
beautiful townships of Castle Cary and Ansford. I would, respectfully, direct
the Council's attention - for comparative reasons- to what has taken place
over the last fifteen years or so at Troubridge (in particular) and Westbury both towns which once possessed character filled and busy town centres
accurately reflecting their English origins and architectural history. Now the
original high streets have fallen into a state of physical and social disrepair
where third rate 'tacky' shops and 'pop-ups' have replaced the once bustling
traditional outlets. Much the same has taken place in Camelford, Cornwall. It
is not hard to criticise the well-intended contents of the plan's lengthy report
since it clearly aims to promote social and economic growth within the
defined areas but its own doubts, disguised under a sheen of brochure-like
publicity utterly fail to convince the reader - as, one suspects, it did to its
authors.
The proposed developments are far too substantial and will utterly destroy
the character of Castle Cary and will, inevitaby, lead to the introduction of
satellite supermarkets, take-away food operations and so on. We have lost
our two clearing banks already - making the use of cheques or acceptance
of cheques entirely impractical.
Our current Post Office - a much underestimated focal point in the town
centre will certainly change for reasons known to us all.
The town's congested high street will, sooner rather than later,
becircumnavigated by a 'ring road', evidence of which is there for anyone to
see - one only has to take a glance at the Cadbury Business Park to see
what's coming.
However, I am supportive of economic growth and associated career
opportunities just as I am utterly sympathetic to young house-buyers who,
paradoxically, rarely achieve the reality of that description.
Of course we could offer new and TRULY affordable housing opportunities
especially by adapting joint and co-ownership starter homes as the
foundations for our future development but it doesn't take either a genius or
a cynic to realise that some seventy such units along with say one hundred
and fifty new private houses represent, in terms of practical reality, the
maximum number which Castle Cary is comfortably capable of accepting,
gradually.
I sympathise with the Council because I know, from personal and
professional experience, just how manipulative the steam-rolling policies of
County Councils can be and I am quite certain that you have done your best
to protect our town's future, but sadly, it was insufficient
I'm not sure that I've seen much in the NP about litter management, but I
wonder if it might be an idea for the Town Council to purchase 2 or 3 litter
picker devices (preferably not the cheap plastic ones) for public use? I'm
sure that some people (certainly myself) would then like to borrow one
occasionally to attend to problem areas - like the station footpath.
Wyke Road litter – 4 tyres – who should remove?

Public open day

Hello! Happy to volunteer my time for the Neighbourhood Plan Working
Group (if one exists?) as I used to develop the NP for Street. Now at SSDC.
(name and address supplied)
1) Keep Telephone Kiosk at the Horsepond do not let BT to remove it and
decide its use later.
2)Level Fairfield: a lot of development going on and a lot of earth being
removed could fill and level Fairfield
3) Put a roundabout at Junction of Station Road on the main A371 use the
green lane to access preposed development around Torbay.
4) Sort out Public Right of Way across Weymouth Railway Line at Clanville
Cottages.
CAST IRON BOLLARDS (like opposite The George) REQUIRED TO
IMPROVE SAFETY FOR PEDESTRIANS ON A371 BETWEEN TUCKERS
LANE AND ELMS LANE . Please.

Public open day

Public open day
Public open day
Public open day
Public open day
Public open day
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It would be good to see the expansion of the local market- Bailey Hill could
Public open day
lend the ideal site. I realise this would mean the loss of parking in that area
for one day a week but would also bring more people to the town keeping it
alive and buzzing.
Some pavements in the town are very narrow and uneven -regular
Public open day
maintenance essential.
As a mobility scooter user, I find a survey is required of all the lowered kerbs
to enable safe access & road crossings.
The road from All Saints church to the town necessitates going into Millbrook
is flat on the fire station and crossing via lowered kerb to the garage
entrance. The is a GOOD route and better than having a ‘straight across’
route at the junction. There are many safer instances of this procedure
around the town, but they have to be found. One such is at the crossing
from Ansford Road, Churchfield Drive to Maggs lane. Good that there is a
Zebra but once crossed on to the pavement there is only a high kerb towards
the school gate and no way off and to cross and continue to Caryford Hall.
Therefore, once across the Zebra one has to travel around the corner on the
very dangerous and busy A371. The return journey being even more
perilous.
Obstacles on the pavements cause diversions only
1) Shopkeepers putting goods and noticeboards out thus narrowing the
passageway
2) Highway maintenance noticeboards right across pathways during repairs.
These observations also apply to push chairs and wheelchairs
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C A S T L E C A RY &
ANSFORD
Neighbourhood Plan
2016–2028
Consultation Statement
Appendix 16

Submitted to South Somerset District Council
under Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Plan Regulations
September 2018

Responses received from Statutory Consultees

From: VINCENT, Sheryl (NHS SOMERSET CCG) <sheryl.vincent@nhs.net>
Date: Thu, Mar 22, 2018 at 11:19 AM
Subject: FW: Consultation on draft Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan
To: npconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk <npconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk>

Dear Pek
Thank you for sharing the draft Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan with the CCG. I can
confirm the CCG has no further comments.
Regards

Sheryl Vincent
Sheryl Vincent | Commissioning Manager
Somerset Clinical Commissioning Group | Working together to improve health and wellbeing
From: Stuart, David <David.Stuart@historicengland.org.uk>
Date: Tue, May 1, 2018 at 4:35 PM
Subject: Consultation on draft Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan
To: npconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk <npconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk>
Cc: Jo Wilkins <Jo.Wilkins@southsomerset.gov.uk>

Dear Pek Peppin
Thank you for your Regulation 14 consultation on the Castle Cary Neighbourhood Plan.
I can confirm that there are no issues associated with the Plan upon which we wish to
comment.
We wish your community well in the making of its Plan.
Kind regards
David Stuart
David Stuart | Historic Places Adviser South West
Historic England | 29 Queen Square | Bristol | BS1 4ND
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From: Hellier, Steve <Steve.Hellier@highwaysengland.co.uk>
Date: Wed, Mar 14, 2018 at 3:12 PM
Subject: Consultation on draft Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan
To: npconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk <npconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk>
Cc: Garnier, Chrystèle <Chrystele.Garnier@highwaysengland.co.uk>

Dear Pek,
Thank you for providing Highways England with the opportunity to comment on the
draft Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan. Highways England is
responsible for operating, maintaining and improving the strategic road network
(SRN) which in this case comprises the A303 to the south of the plan area. It is in the
context of these responsibilities that we make the following comments.
The Vision Statement is clear and well structured.
In general we support objectives which contribute to a reduction in out-commuting
and which encourage travel by sustainable modes.
We therefore welcome the paragraph on page 14 that ‘Attracting new investment
and businesses to the area should be supported through the provision of new
employment sites, better infrastructure and maintenance of existing employment
sites. This would help to reduce the proportion of local residents travelling long
distances to work’.
At para 4.16 the Neighbourhood Plan refers to ‘Enhancement of the A303, the
principal traffic route West/East through South Somerset’. You can find updates on
the this improvement on our website at Sparkford to Ilchester
In terms of the proposed policies within the Neighbourhood Plan, we are satisfied
that these are unlikely to impact on the SRN and we therefore have no further
specific comments to make. This response does not however prejudice any future
responses Highways England may make on site specific applications as they come
forward through the planning process, and which will be considered by us on their
merits under the appropriate policy at the time.
We welcome your group’s aim of maintaining a sustainable neighbourhood and wish
you every
Kind regards,
Steve Hellier

Steve Hellier, Planning Manager (Highways Development Management)
South West Operations Division
Highways England | Ash House | Falcon Road, Sowton Ind. Estate | Exeter | EX2 7LB
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From: Stonehouse, Simon (NE) <Simon.Stonehouse@naturalengland.org.uk>
Date: Tue, May 22, 2018 at 9:09 AM
Subject: RE: 2018-05-01 241217 draft Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan (Reg 14) (South
Somerset DC)
To: npconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk <npconsultation@castle-cary.co.uk>

FAO Pep Pipkin
I apologise for the belated response to your consultation.
Natural England has no objection to the draft Castle Cary and Ansford Neighbourhood Plan. As
advised in previous correspondence, there is no risk to designated nature conservation sites or
landscapes.
We are supportive of the emphasis placed on green infrastructure in the Plan.
Regards
Simon
Simon Stonehouse
Senior Planning Adviser
Somerset, Avon & Wiltshire Team
Natural England
Horizon House
Deanery Road
Bristol BS1 5AH
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