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1 Introduction
Qualifications and Experience
1.1

I am Jonathan Orton, Managing Director of Origin3, a Planning and Urban Design Consultancy. I
hold a Batchelor of Arts Degree in Town Planning and a Post Graduate Diploma in Planning, both
from Oxford Brookes.

1.2

I am a chartered member of the Royal Town Planning Institute and have worked in a professional
planning role since 1992 and for the last 15 years for Origin3 in my capacity as Planning Director.

1.3

I am familiar with relevant Government Policy on planning matters generally and specifically around
housing and the realities of housing delivery. I have given evidence on previous occasions at Public
Inquiries and Informal Hearings as a Housing Expert Witness.

1.4

I am involved with a wide variety of residential sites through the planning process via applications
and strategic promotions through the Local Plan processes. I work for a range of house building
and housing land promotion companies as well as for some charities involved in the supply of
housing.

1.5

I am currently assisting Gleeson Strategic Land Ltd (the Appellant), on a number of sites in the South
West. I have been involved with the preparation of the appeal application and more recently the
appeal. I have met with and presented the appeal scheme and earlier iterations to both the Parish
Council and at “near neighbour” meetings and I have visited the site on numerous occasions. I am
familiar with the site’s location and the village of Templecombe.

Statement of Truth
1.6

The evidence provided for this appeal (APP/R3325/W/20/3265558) in my proof is true and has been
prepared, and is given in accordance with, the guidance of my professional institution. I confirm
that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions.
Scope of Planning Evidence and Key Issues

1.7

The planning evidence addresses the 3rd and 4th main issues identified by the Inspector in the CMC
note of 15/3/2021. It includes general planning matters and I shall also undertake the overall planning
balance deploying the tilted balance. Matters relating to the first main issue of Landscape are dealt
with in a separate POE prepared by Mr David Williams of DWLC. The second main issue, Heritage,
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is dealt with by Mr Jonathan Smith of RPS. My colleague Mr Graham Cridland of Origin3 has
prepared and agreed the Section 106 obligation and draft conditions contained in the Planning
Statement of Common Ground (PSOCG). I will draw from these documents and their evidence as
appropriate to inform my planning judgements. I will also reference and draw from our Statement of
Case which identified the Development Plan policies most relevant to the determination of this
appeal.
1.8

In response to the CMC note I have also begun preparation of a HLS Statement of Common Ground
(HLSSOC) CD 13.06.

1.9

Separately we have now agreed a Transport Statement of Common Ground (TSCG) signed on the
23rd March 2021 CD 13.05.

1.10 The planning evidence demonstrates not only that the appeal site is a suitable site in land use terms
for residential development but also that the proposed quantum of 60 new homes can be readily
accommodated and assimilated into Templecombe whilst also providing a softer settlement edge.
1.11 My evidence will also demonstrate that Templecombe is a sustainable location that can support
development including the appeal proposal when judged against the NPPF. It demonstrates that
the appeal site is well located with reference to local services and facilities and overall the appeal
proposal comprises sustainable development.

1.12 I shall draw from and cross refer to the core document list already submitted together with my
appendices and the other evidence submitted in support of this appeal.
1.13 My evidence shows that:
(1) Templecombe is a sustainable location and that it can satisfactorily accommodate up to 60 new
homes on the appeal site;
(2) The Council are unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites and
consequently applying foot note 7 the presumption in NPPF is triggered and Paragraph 11(d) is
engaged. Accordingly for that reason those policies which are most important for determining the
application are out of date, in particular policies SS1, SS2, SS4, SS5, SD1, EQ2 and EQ3 of the
adopted South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 (SSLP);
(3) Neither the landscape nor heritage policies in the NPPF provide a clear reason for refusing the
proposed development;
(4) Certain relevant policies are not consistent with the NPPF;
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(5) Nevertheless overall the proposals accord with the Development Plan; and
(6) The planning benefits convincingly outweigh the limited adverse impacts.
1.14 The Planning Balance in Section 10, as well as demonstrating the benefits of granting permission,
also identifies those policies that I consider are most relevant to the appeal scheme which are “out
of date”. It also comments on the policies’ consistency with the NPPF and the scheme’s compliance
with relevant policies.
Built Heritage
1.15 The Heritage evidence has addressed reason for refusal 2. Section 16 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2019), and in particular paragraphs 192, 193 and 196, as noted in reason for refusal 2
are addressed. Mr Smith assesses that the impact of the proposals engages paragraph 196 causing
less than substantial harm which he identifies as minor on the spectrum. My evidence weighs that
minor harm, giving it substantial weight & significance.
Landscape
1.16 The landscape witness has presented evidence with regard to the existing landscape character of
the site including its context and the nature and extent of the visibility of the site. A description of
the development proposals and landscape strategy have been provided highlighting the landscape
benefits. The DAS Addendum March 2021 appended to the Landscape POE explains the iterative
design process leading towards the appeal scheme.

1.17 The landscape evidence has considered the first reason for refusal including the alleged harm that
would be caused in landscape terms. The evidence has demonstrated that the proposed quantum
of development can be accommodated without unacceptable levels of harm.
1.18 The Planning Balance in Section 10 demonstrates that the tilted balance, which applies because of
an absence of a 5 year HLS, is not to be disapplied on account of landscape or heritage
considerations.
Structure of Proof of Evidence
1.19 Sections 2 and 3 describe the appeal proposal and the suitability of the appeal site to accommodate
housing development. Section 3 also responds directly to the 4th key issue identified by the Inspector
in the CMC note and demonstrates the suitability of the site and the sustainability credentials of
Templecombe. Section 4 identifies the level of existing commitments and completions in the village,
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as requested in the CMC note, and explains why this is an acceptable level of growth. It also
identifies the affordable housing need across the District and more specifically in Templecombe.

1.20 Section 5 looks at the compliance of the proposal with key policies in the SSLP their conformity with
NPPF and the weight to be given to them. Section 6 identifies the direction of Policy travel in the
Local Plan Review and the relevance of the changing approach to the spatial strategy to
Templecombe.

1.21 Section 7 addresses Housing Supply Matters, including the requirement, as well as then setting out
the evidence behind the Appellant’s position that the Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply
of deliverable housing sites. My evidence shows the Council relies upon an overly ambitious supply
trajectory. In addition, it identifies the historic under supply and repeated ambitious forecasting by
South Somerset. This issue had been identified by the Council’s own consultants (‘Three Dragons’).
My evidence explains how many of the key recommendations identified by Three Dragons, brought
in by SSDC in recognition of an obvious issue with under supply, have still not been addressed. It
demonstrates that the reliance on the Council’s supply data is therefore questionable.

1.22 Section 8 identifies the agreed position with the LPA around conditions and Section 106 matters.
Section 9 responds to concerns raised by third parties.

1.23 Section 10 identifies the Planning Balance to be made in favour of the proposals, setting out that in
addition to the obvious very significant benefit of addressing housing need, the proposals would
deliver other socio economic & environmental benefits. It reconfirms that in light of the Council being
unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable sites that key policies, specifically around
housing and those referenced in the decision notice, are out of date and therefore in accordance
with Paragraph 11(d) permission should be granted. The Planning Balance also identifies the weight
to be attached to relevant development plan policies and their conformity with the NPPF.
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2 The Appeal Proposal and Its Surroundings
2.1

The evolution of the appeal scheme and its planning history and responses to consultee comments,
is described in Appendix 1 of this POE and the Appeal DAS Addendum March 2021 appended to
Mr Williams’s POE.

2.2

The Appeal scheme and site context are described in the Statement of Case (SOC), the signed
Transport SOCG, the PSOCG and in Mr Williams’s POE. The evolution of the appeal scheme and
changes made are described fully in the Appeal DAS Addendum March 2021 CD 6.03.

2.3

Section 3 demonstrates the suitability both of the site and the settlement to accommodate the appeal
proposals. The proposal when assessed against the scale of the village and its relationship with
adjoining properties is described in the Appeal DAS Addendum March 2021 CD 6.03. The proposal
has been designed following a thorough understanding of the physical characteristics of the site
and its surroundings.

2.4

The site measures 4.31 ha in area and comprises four small open pasture fields, agricultural
buildings including a modern steel barn, concrete hard standing and slurry pits. The site falls west
to east away from the existing settlement and Combe Hill. The highest point can be found at the
proposed site entrance at 100.45m AOD. This level drops to the lowest point of 84m AOD in the
northern most corner of the site.

2.5

Existing development to the west of the site adjoining Combe Hill, lies at a similar level to the higher
and southern parts of the site i.e. 95 to 100m AOD, with the south western parts of Templecombe
and housing areas served off Bowden Road, lying at a slightly higher elevation at between 100m to
105m AOD, whilst development to the north on Templars Barton and houses on East Street extend
from 95m to 85m AOD - and therefore are at a lower level than the site but extend beyond the eastern
extent of the appeal scheme’s housing edge.

2.6

The site’s northern boundary abuts the back gardens of existing residential properties on the A357
Templars Barton and East Street. The boundary edge itself is defined by a variety of hedges, fencing
and tree planting.

2.7

Within the north-western corner of the site, a number of existing dwellings on Templars Barton are
situated adjacent to the site boundary. The majority of these dwellings back onto the site, two of
these have their main aspect eastwards across the site. The eastern gable end of the northern range

Manor Farm Templecombe | Planning Proof of Evidence | APPR3325/W/20/3265558

Page 7

of Manor House, a Grade II* listed building, faces east across the northern portion of the site. It is
close to the boundary with Manor Farmhouse (later C20th). The private access to residential
properties, Temple View and Templars Retreat also adjoins the site at this boundary.
2.8

The southern field boundary is characterised by a mixture of hedgerow and post and wire fencing.

2.9

The western boundary with the Manor Farm driveway is formed from a wooden fence. Beyond this
are the residential properties that front Combe Hill/A357, Tally-Ho, to Manor House, the listed
building, defined with boundary treatments of low hedges and fencing providing limited screening.

2.10 Vehicular access to the site is via an existing tarmac drive from the A357/Combe Hill. There is a
PRoW (WN 29/12) to the east of the site which connects to East Street at the northern end of the
site. A connection is intended to this PRoW from the site providing pedestrian and cycle access
onto East Street in addition to the existing access onto the A357/Combe Hill.
Relevant Planning History
2.11 It is identified on page 14 of the Officer’s Report (CD 9.01) under “Planning History” that due to a
significant time lapse, previous refusals on the site in 2004, 2006 and 2007 for smaller scale
residential development carry little weight in the determination of the application referring to the fact
that planning policies in the Local Plan and the NPPF relevant to housing have moved on during this
period (2.12 (a) of PSOCG).
2.12 Outline planning permission has been granted for two residential properties and reserved matters
approval (Application Reference: Land opposite The Orchard, Combe Hill – 18/03222/OUT,
19/03409/REM) (CD 12.05, CD 12.06). These are shown on the plan in Appendix 1 which also shows
the location and permission references for other commitments in Templecombe.
Planning Application for 60-unit Scheme
2.13 A revised masterplan and supporting information was submitted to the Council on 26th June 2020.
The revision reduced the scale of the proposed development to 60 dwellings.

The revised

application comprised the information listed in the PSOCG at 1.4.
2.14 No technical objection was received from SCC Highways in their consultation response on 16th July
2020 (CD 7.01) or any other statutory consultees.
2.15 Historic England submitted two consultation responses to the Appeal scheme both on 16th July 2020
(CD 7.03 & CD 7.04). Historic England believe that the revised masterplan responded to the
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concerns raised previously and the level of harm was considered to be substantially reduced. This
has been expanded upon by Mr Smith in his evidence.
2.16 The Parish Council objected to the scheme on heritage, highways, scale of growth and landscape
& visual impact grounds (CD APPL 7.05 and CD 7.0)]. They had also objected to the 80-unit scheme
submitted in December 2019 on a similar basis (CD 3.07) and the 76-unit scheme (CD 5.05).
2.17 At the end of the 21-day consultation period (23rd July 2020), no comments had been submitted
from the Council’s Conservation Officer or Landscape Consultant.
2.18 A rebuttal was submitted by the Appellant on 24th July 2020 (CD 8.03). This covered the consultation
responses received from statutory consultees and third-party objectors, including the Parish
Council.
2.19 The Council’s Landscape Consultant objected to the Appeal scheme on 24th July 2020 (CD 7.07)
and the Conservation Officer provided his first written objection opposing the scheme on 3rd August
2020 (CD 7.08). A request was made to the Council on 31st July 2020 to discuss these landscape
concerns in detail (CD 8.02), as had been done with heritage matters previously. However, this
request was refused by the Council and the scheme was refused under delegated powers on 14th
August 2020 (CD 9.02).
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3 Templecombe a Sustainable Rural Settlement
3.1

The following section identifies clear evidence of the suitability of both the site and Templecombe
as a location for additional housing and evidences the Council’s agreement with this. It responds
to the 4th bullet point of the Inspector’s list of main issues in the CMC note.

3.2

The South Somerset Local Plan (SSLP) 2006-2028 (2015) (CD 11.03) identifies Templecombe as a
Rural Settlement with these being the lowest tier of settlement in the Settlement Hierarchy.
Templecombe is identified as a Rural Settlement on the basis that it contains two or more of the
following:

3.3

o

Local convenience Shop – Westcombe Stores

o

Post Office – within Westcombe Stores.

o

Children’s Play Area – at the Templecombe Recreational Ground

o

Village Hall – Templecombe Village Hall

o

Health Centre facility – Templecombe Surgery, Station Road

o

Faith Facility – St Mary’s Church; and

o

Primary School – Abbas and Templecombe CE Primary School, with pre-school

In fact, Templecombe contains all of the services listed as a qualifying Rural Settlement apart from
a pub which recently received planning permission to convert to a Co-op convenience store, now
opened. The settlement also has a recreation and sports club, fish and chip shop and café. The
Council identifies that Templecombe is the fourth largest Rural Settlement in South Somerset with a
good level of local service provision.

3.4

1

Para 5.4 of the SSLP identifies that SSDC commissioned work to develop a methodology and
recommendations on settlement hierarchy. This work known as the “South Somerset Role and
Function Study was finalised in 2009. This is now 12 years old and does not reflect the NPPF or the
changing circumstances at the various settlements.

3.5

Paragraph 5.12 of the Plan explains that this hierarchy forms the basis of the Local Plan and indicates
that the majority of housing growth would be in locations able to take advantage of employment and
service opportunities in these places which would help increase amongst other things the levels of
self-containment.

SSDC South Somerset Local Plan Review: The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated Villages (2018)
[CD 11.05]

1
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3.6

Templecombe has a significant level of local employment. As recognised in the Local Plan at
paragraph 5.30, Templecombe has a “relatively strong employment function”. This is demonstrated
by its employment density ratio, which is at 0.93 (Figure 3.4 – Existing Numbers of Jobs, The
Potential For Rural Settlements to be Designated Villages (CD 11.05) and revised to 0.92 at (Row
5.2 PSOCG) meaning there is nearly 1 job per economically active resident.
approximately 1,000 jobs in the settlement

2

There are

including those supported by Thales Underwater

Systems (TUS), an international defense manufacturer and an established employer. 3
3.7

Thales is an expanding business, focused on delivering more employment land in Templecombe. It
presently employs in the region of 700-750 staff of which only 51 people live in the Templecombe
postcode according to the Officer’s Report on Page 1 paragraph 7. It won an appeal in 2013 for
outline planning permission for a mixed-use development comprising 75 dwellings, B1 employment
space, allotments, public open space and an additional playing field for Templecombe School
(APP/R3325/A/13/2196919) (CD 12.01). In December 2018, an application was approved for the
erection of a 5,300 sqm manufacturing building (B2 Use Class) to support 30-50 additional
employees as indicated in the planning statement (Application Reference: 18/02738/FUL) [CD
12.02], this required a new outline application to be submitted to the Council for a lesser residential
scheme comprising 70 dwellings (Application Reference: 18/02739/OUT) (CD 12.03) this was
approved in February 2020. The employment floor space is under construction.

3.8

Paragraph 5.24 of the Local Plan confirms that the approach taken with the settlement hierarchy
does not preclude development in the Rural Settlements but recognizes with reference to (an earlier
version of the NPPF) that housing and employment should be located where it enhances or
maintains the vitality of communities.

3.9

Paragraph 5.27 recognises the vital role rural housing plays in maintaining local services. The Rural
Settlements tier covers a range of settlements that vary widely in size, role and function.
Templecombe is named specifically in the Local Plan (para 5.30) as an example of;
“one of the larger Rural Settlements which has a relatively strong employment function and good
sustainable transport links with the presence of a railway station”.

SSDC South Somerset Local Plan Review: The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated Villages (2018)
[CD APPL 11.05]
3
SSDC Officer Report on planning application 17/00582/FUL [CD APPL 12.04]
2
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3.10 Unlike other Rural Settlements, Templecombe has a railway Station. This operates an hourly service
between Exeter and London Waterloo. The Local Plan review evidence document CD 11.05 “The
Potential for Rural Settlements to be designated Villages” suggests at Paragraph 4.6 that an
opportunity is being progressed by the rail provider to increase the amount of car-parking at the
station, providing an opportunity for enhanced service provision 4. In addition to the rail service, there
is a regular bus service to the Primary Market Town of Wincanton which is 5 miles away, Yeovil which
is 14 miles away and nearby villages including the Rural Centre of Milborne Port, 4 miles away. The
TSOCG provides further detail. Neither of these attributes count as community facilities and services
as currently defined in the Local Plan definition of a Rural Settlement.
3.11 The Council in their Appeal Statement, PSOCG and the Officer’s Report confirm the suitability of the
site and the settlement for some development. They recognize that Templecombe is a sustainable
location.
3.12 The Officer’s Report identifies the population in 2018 in the Built up area (BUA) to be 1572. The 2011
census shows the BUA comprised 746 dwellings. As indicated by the Officer’s Report page 18, 3rd
paragraph, the additional completions in the village of 28 dwellings between April 2011 and March
2019 would take this to 774 dwellings. The mid year 2019 population estimate of Abbas and
Templecombe Parish is 1571 (Source: ONS Parish Population Estimates for mid 2001-mid 2019).

3.13 The Officer’s Report confirms the site is not subject to any specific protective environmental
designations.
3.14 On page 18 of the Officer’s Report (8th paragraph) it states “The

settlement

is,

therefore,

considered to be a sustainable location that can support a reasonable level of housing growth and
granting permission would contribute positively to the Council’s supply of market and affordable
housing, with the accompanying social and economic benefits.”
3.15 In paragraph 9, in response to 3rd party concerns locally regarding “the inherent unsustainability of
the location.”, the Officer states, “However, mindful of the variety of services and facilities referred to
above, the settlement is considered to be a sustainable location…This weighs in favour of the
application, having regard to policy SD1”.

SSDC South Somerset Local Plan Review: The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated Villages (2018)
[CD APPL 11.05].

4
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3.16 On page 19, 8th paragraph, the Officer also acknowledges local concerns are “not supported by
other technical consultees or service provides and, ……no service supply issues (e.g. healthcare,
sewers etc) have been identified in Templecombe….and as such even when taking potential
cumulative impacts into account, the concerns are not sufficient reason to warrant refusal of the
scheme.”
3.17 The Decision Notice, like the Officer’s Report, also identifies that some development would be
acceptable on the site which is also confirmed in 2.16 of the PSOCG.

3.18 The Officer’s Report under “Planning Balance” is clear that Templecombe can be considered as a
sustainable location;
“that can support a reasonable level of housing growth and granting permission would contribute
positively to the Council’s supply of market and affordable housing….”
South Somerset Local Plan Review 2016-2036 Preferred Options Regulation 18
3.19 The Council, at paragraph 5.8 identify Templecombe as one of the most sustainable locations for
development in the context of the Local Plan Review (CD 11.04). This conclusion follows an
assessment of the settlements against various criteria identified in paragraph 5.6. The evidence
supporting this assessment is “The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated Villages” (2018)
(CD APPL 11.05). The Work was commissioned to support the Local Plan review and the potential
to introduce a new “Village” tier into the Local Plan settlement hierarchy.

5

3.20 Whilst emerging policy SS1 is not adopted policy and therefore has limited weight that can be
attached to it, it is nevertheless, a clear indication of the Council’s direction of travel in policy terms.
The evidence in support of this recognizes the abilities of certain settlements to accommodate more
growth than the current adopted policy SS2 recognises or allows for.
3.21 Paragraph 5.19 recognises that new housing had then been delivered in the rural settlements far in
excess of what was envisaged in the current adopted SSDC Local Plan 6 and identifies this “arbitrary
trend” is not ideal. Yet quite rightly paragraph 5.20 makes it clear that “Villages are settlements which
are considered to be sustainable locations for small scale growth.”

SSDC South Somerset Local Plan Review: The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated Villages (2018)
[CD APPL 11.05]

5
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3.22 The evidence base to the emerging policy is a robust and thorough analysis of various settlements
and their makeup and to that extent should be given considerable weight.
3.23 The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated ‘Villages’ (November 2018) (CD 11.05) looks to
elevate Templecombe from a Rural Settlement to a ‘Village’ in recognition of its sustainability
credentials. It recognizes Templecombe as one of the most sustainable settlements in this new tier
and this was before the opening of the new Co-Op store and delivery of the planned extension to
Thales. There is a significant difference in the makeup of the 12 new Villages. The Report at
paragraph 4.6 identifies Templecombe as the fourth largest Rural Settlement.
3.24 Paragraph 2.3 confirms that the rural settlements have delivered 21% of completions since the
beginning of the plan period against an anticipated 14% apportioned to them in the Plan.
3.25 Paragraph 2.4 recognises that this has “resulted in a more market led spread of new development
throughout the settlements in the countryside…” This and the historic under delivery at the key
settlements is clearly a market indication that the spatial strategy has not worked.
3.26 Paragraph 2.7 suggests it is proposed to require at least four of this revised list of facilities to be
present in a settlement if new housing is to be provided. Templecombe easily satisfies this
requirement.
3.27 The findings are clear that Templecombe is the 4th Largest Rural Settlement and identifies very good
transport links, service provision and employment opportunities.

In concluding, the Report’s

recognition is that Templecombe is one of the most sustainable locations for growth.
3.28 Paragraph 3.1 makes reference to the Gov.uk Rural Housing guidance 2016. It recognises “it is vital
to recognise the issue facing rural areas in terms of housing supply and affordability; and the role of
housing in supporting the broader sustainability of villages and smaller settlements.”
3.29 At paragraph 4.6 is specific reference to Templecombe which states “The number of existing jobs
relative to the size of the economically active population is high and a comparatively large amount of
new employment floorspace has been completed.” In addition, it recognises there are relatively few
environmental constraints.
3.30 In concluding, the Report at 5.1 states that “several rural settlements would appear to offer
sustainable locations for development having regard to a wide range of factors.”
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3.31 In identifying their preferred list paragraph 5.4 states “these are where there is a good level of local
community facilities, where employment opportunities exist: and which are in accessible locations
with few environmental constraints.”
Identification of the site in HEELA
3.32 The site was previously included on the Brownfield Register in 2016. Following a desk based
assessment it was removed. However, the site has been assessed in the HEELA in 2018 under
reference E/ABTE/0013 (CD13.07). Original capacity was estimated by the HEELA panel at 78
dwellings however, a reduced capacity of 35 was then presented. Whilst the Appellant agrees this
does not confer permission it is recognition that the HEELA Panel considered the principle of some
development was acceptable on the site.
3.33 The Council agree in the PSOCG that the proposed site is identified as suitable, available and
developable in the HEELA and that this is part of the evidence base supporting the emerging Local
Plan. They go on to say that the reduced density was suggested due to conservation and landscape
issues.
3.34 Appendix 2 contains the relevant HEELA plans and form along with those for the West Street site.
In responding to the Inspector’s point at 14 of the CMC note, it is not possible to make a direct
comparison between the appeal scheme and the HEELA other than by reference to an anticipated
capacity of the site at 78 dpa in the HEELA being similar to the first scheme put forward. There were
no siting or layout proposals that formed part of the HEELA plans which simply identified the site
boundary.

Plainly a lot more site specific assessment work has been undertaken to inform the

appeal proposal than was undertaken at the high level HEELA assessment level.
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4 Housing Commitments in Templecombe
4.1

In addressing the 4th main issue of the Inspector’s CMC note the POE identifies the position at
Templecombe with regards historic and planned housing commitments and completions.

4.2

There is no specific housing requirement identified for Templecombe in any of the relevant housing
policies that the extra 60 dwellings would breach if the appeal were allowed. The pipeline of some
of those existing commitments is questionable as discussed below.

4.3

The Council’s Regulation Committee approved the West Street application 19/01604/OUT for up to
49 dwellings in June 2020 (Appendix 2). Previously the Area East Committee had considered the
application on 12th February 2020, where it was resolved to reject the officer’s recommendation
(same officer) to approve the application and then to refer it to the Regulation Committee with a
recommendation for refusal.

4.4

In approving the scheme, the Regulation Committee was informed in the Officer’s Report (Appendix
2), about the level of commitments and completions at Templecombe. The Officer’s Report however
was inaccurate in identifying that there was the potential for 289 dwellings to be delivered between
2006-2026. In any event, as evidenced below, with only 7 years to go before the end of the plan
period it is very unlikely that all of the commitments, even if this was an accurate figure, would
become completions before 2028.

4.5

Of particular note is that in this knowledge, both the Officer and the Council accepted that an
additional 289 dwellings would not be an inappropriate level of growth/scale at the village. As such,
they did not consider it would undermine the adopted Plan’s spatial strategy even though they
recognised it would be contrary to the policy.

4.6

A decision to refuse this appeal scheme (under delegated powers rather than a Committee
decision), inconsistent in itself with the approach at West Street, is at odds with this as its approval,
as demonstrated below, would result in a pipeline of commitments which is still considerably less
than what it was understood to be when the decision at West Street was made.

4.7

Regardless of what the 5 year housing supply position may now be in the opinion of the Council, it
is difficult to understand why the Council, or the same officer, now consider that the additional 60
houses would result in growth at a level inappropriate for this tier of settlement especially when
(setting aside landscape and heritage matters) there is no clear evidence of the inability of the
settlement to readily accommodate this additional growth.
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4.8

In determining the West Street application the Committee arrived at their decision on the basis that;
“There is potentially a total of 151 dwellings to be delivered within the Plan period (2006-2028).
Together with approved 70 dwellings at Slades Hill and the potential for 19 dwellings at Throop Road,
this gives a potential of 240 new dwellings in Templecombe. This figure would rise to up to potentially
289 dwellings should this current application at West Street be granted.
The 2011 census statistics show that the built-up area (BUA) for Templecombe comprised 746
dwellings. From April 2011 to March 2019 there have been a further 28 completions that has led to a
4% increase in the number of dwellings in the village. Together with the 88 dwellings committed, the
village will potentially increase in size by 15.5% from 2011. Should this application be approved for a
further 49 dwellings, this would potentially result in a 22% increase in the number of dwellings in the
village since 2011, without accounting for the other applications at Slades Hill and Throop Road where
decisions are pending.
Granting permission for this application would result in a level of growth commensurate with the higher
tier of Rural Centres and therefore would not be consistent with the Rural Settlements tier. The
proposal would result in development that would be contrary with the Local Plan's defined settlement
hierarchy in Policy SS1.”

4.9

The report’s assumptions around commitments was inaccurate as pointed out by the Appellant in
their letter of Rebuttal of the 24/7/2020 (CD 8.03).

4.10 The following figures are taken from the SSDC Policy Officer’s response to the appeal scheme dated
10th August 2020 (Appendix 3) where the officer recognizes the double counting identified by the
Appellant in their rebuttal letter.
4.11 From the level of completions to date it can be seen that contrary to the claims of significant growth
having occurred already at Templecombe this is not in fact the reality. Growth has been very slow
and at low levels of completions in the first 15 years of the Local Plan equating to, on average, only
4 new houses a year. This can hardly be seen as a huge over supply of housing that has changed
the scale or character of the village. Of the 62 completions between 2006-2020 no affordable
housing has been delivered.
4.12 The Parish Council raised concerns in their consultation response dated 22nd July 2020 (CD 7.06)
around the scale of growth. They were of the view that as a result of approving the West Street
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proposal, a total of 349 dwellings were programmed should the appeal scheme be approved - and
that this would be higher than that proposed for Milborne Port, which is a higher order settlement
and therefore this is contrary to Policy SS1 and SS2 of the Local Plan.
4.13 My evidence has assumed that the Parish Council figures were taken from the West Street report
identifying 289 dwellings as the potential level of growth within the settlement. These figures as
indicated were incorrect. The Council in the case of West Street, double counted the planning
approvals for Slades Hill (12/03277/OUT for 75 dwellings) and (18/02728/FUL for 70 dwellings). In
addition, they over counted the units associated with the Templar Court Nursing Home (now closed),
rather than calculating the equivalent net gain in dwellings. The Council’s Five Year HLS Report
November 2020 is clear that the dwellings from these approvals results in a lower net gain when the
discount factor is applied.
4.14 These two errors amount to an additional circa 85 units that are not pipeline developments but were
identified incorrectly as coming forward in the settlement and contributing to the anticipated level of
growth.
Applications Pending as at March 19th 2021
4.15 As confirmed by the Case Officer’s email of the 23rd March 2021 to Mr Orton (Appendix 4) the
following applications/permissions were pending decisions.
o

18/00650/OUT – demolition of existing care home and erection of 19 dwellings, Knights Templar
Court Nursing Home (19 units, but only 10 additional pending)

o

19/00123/OUT - demolition of existing care home and erection of 21 dwellings, Knights Templar
Court Nursing Home (21 units but only 11 additional pending)

o

19/03416/OUT - Land at Manor Farm, Combe Hill (60 units pending)

o

West Street Ref 19/01604/OUT 49 (Pending)
Total 119-120

4.16 Both 18/00650/OUT and 19/00123/OUT relate to the same site. The officer notes only one can be
implemented “should both applications be approved” and goes on to say. “The scheme for 19
dwellings at Knights Templar Court Nursing Home in Throop Road, having been resolved to be
approved by Committee, should be added to the total dwellings tally.“.
4.17 Total pipeline in the village with all pending permissions including the 70 homes at Slades Hill, plus
approvals 20/00569/Ful for 1 dwelling at Long Byre, Throop Road and 1 dwelling at 3 High Street
20/01031/Ful would therefore be between 191-192 new homes.
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4.18 Even if all of these were built out and added to the 62 completions to date this would only amount
to 253 or 254 new homes in total which is considerably lower than the 289 considered acceptable
by the Council when approving West Street and the figure understood to be the total by the Parish
Council in their response. Total completions and commitments over a 22 year plan period would
therefore only be 11 new homes a year.
4.19 On the basis that approving the appeal scheme would actually result in a level of anticipated growth
well below the 289 even if they all converted to completions, the appeal scheme will not result in any
adverse impacts on infrastructure or local services as discussed.
4.20 The Officer’s pre app response under “sustainability of the settlement” (Appendix 5) draws a
comparison with Henstridge, a settlement in the same tier (Ref APP/R3325/W/18/3197690, Land
West of Stalbridge Road Appendix 6).
4.21 The pre app advice recognised that Templecombe has a greater level of services than Henstridge
and makes reference to the rail station. Even with the miscalculation discussed above the officer
here assumed that granting permission for the appeal scheme and taking the total level of
permissions to 306 (54 more than the 252 permitted at Henstridge) “should not in my opinion be an
insurmountable issue”.
4.22 In the case of Henstridge the scheme was for 130 new dwellings to be added to the current total of
695 dwellings which would result in an increase of 19% in the housing stock. In this case the Council
did not allege that there would be any harm to the character or appearance of the area, at paragraph
11 of Inspector’s Decision.
4.23 The Officer’s Report identifies the population in Templecombe in 2018 in the Built up Area (BUA) to
be 1572. The 2011 census shows the BUA comprised 746 dwellings. As indicated by the Officer’s
Report page 18 paragraph 3, the additional completions of 28 dwellings between April 2011 and
March 2019 would take this to 774. The 191 new dwellings (if they were all converted to completions)
would be a 24.6% increase in housing stock.
4.24 Whilst this may appear to be a large increase it appears this way as a result of various applications
currently in the system around the same time rather than having been spread across the wider plan
period. This should be viewed in the context of a previously small level of completions over the first
15 years of the plan averaging 4 a year. By contrast, the provision of additional houses of a wide
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range of tenures including affordable housing provides choice with the opportunity for first time
buyers, workers at Thales, and people looking to upsize/downsize to remain or move into the village.
4.25 The issue in Templecombe is also that those completions to date are smaller with the largest one
being 10 dwellings. This constrains the ability of, or requirement for, small schemes to deliver
affordable housing and community benefits resulting in low levels of affordable provision – and as
shown, no provision over the past 15-16 years during which time average property prices in South
Somerset have increased from £165,000 to £229,725. A search of Zoopla and Rightmove reveals
that currently only 5 to 8 properties were available for sale as of April 2nd 2021.
Timeframe on Delivery for the Appeal Proposal
4.26 The Appellant will sell the appeal site following a grant of permission. Typical timeframes for
delivering the site are based on 18 examples elsewhere from recent transactions by the Appellant
and are set out below.

These timescales are also used in my evidence to support delivery

assumptions for certain sites in response to the Council’s supply assumptions in Section 7 Housing
Supply Matters.
o

Assuming outline permission granted - September 2021

o

Sale of the land completed – January 2022

o

RM submission - 4 months May 2022

o

RM approval – November 2022 (average 6 months from submission)

o

RM approval to start on site - (average 3 months) March 2023

o

First completions - 12 months from start on site March 2024

o

An average time from outline permission to first occupations of 30 months before any
Phosphates delays are included.

4.27 The 12 month period from start on site to first completion is a typical timeframe and accounts for cut
and fill engineering/site preparatory works, drainage operations and other infrastructure before
foundations. Furthermore, it is typical to have an initial first phase of houses to be completed to allow
for safe occupation.
Housing Need at Templecombe
4.28 The LPA recognise that there is an identified affordable housing need in the locality and that “granting
permission would contribute positively to the Council’s supply of market and affordable housing.”.
This is identified in their Appeal Statement and also reconfirmed in the email from Mr Kenyon to PINS
of the 23rd March 2021 (Appendix 4) in which he sets out to the Ward Councillor that “officers
acknowledge there is an identified affordable housing need within the locality…” .
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4.29 Mr Kenyon goes on to confirm in response to my previous request to define more accurately the
“locality” that in his opinion this relates to the Parish in question, referencing paragraph 5.31 of the
SSDC Local Plan “proposals should be based on meeting the needs of the rural settlement in
question…”.
4.30 Mr Kenyon’s email also states “I would suggest reference is being made to meeting the identified
affordable housing need within the parish of Templecombe.”
4.31 There is no specific reference to this need being just affordable housing need in paragraph 5.31 of
the SSLP but rather “needs” generally. Cross referencing to Policy SS2 as it does in paragraph 5.31,
it is clear that SS2 is about addressing all identified housing need in the test set out in the Policy and
not just affordable need.
4.32 Housing delivery is needed for both market and affordable housing and at a district wide level. The
obligation on the LPA to achieve at least 15,950 dwellings in the plan period is contained in Policy
SS4. Policy SS5 is the delivery policy of this requirement and reconfirms the “at least” requirement.
4.33 Policy SS5 whilst distributing this requirement across the settlement hierarchy does not direct any
specific affordable housing need to any of the settlements and nor does Policy HG3 which sets the
district wide affordable housing policy requirement at 35%. The appeal proposal complies with this
policy through the provision of 21 much needed affordable homes. My evidence shows that housing
from the appeal site addresses an obvious and underlying affordable housing need at a districtwide level and a more localised level as well as contributing towards addressing a wider market
housing need. The Glossary of NPPF Annex 2 defines “Local Housing Need” as “the number of
homes identified as being needed through the application of the standard method…”. This makes
the point clear that any housing provision in any part of the district, and for any type of tenure, is
contributing to meeting “local” housing need.
4.34 Turning to local affordable housing considerations, the provision of 21 new affordable homes will
address the needs of those who qualify for affordable housing at Templecombe, nearby parishes
and the wider area. Provision for this is made in the Section 106 Agreement and this is agreed.
This, along with additional affordable housing arising from the Thales proposals and possibly in due
course from the West Street proposals is a very positive factor that weighs significantly in favour of
the appeal scheme. The delivery of much needed affordable housing both in the village and South
Somerset, when considered against the woeful under provision of affordable housing to date at
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district level and in particular at settlement level, is a positive benefit derived from the proposed
development.
4.35 In the SSDC Local Plan Review housing need is defined as “the number of households who lack their
own housing or who live in unsuitable housing and cannot afford to meet their housing needs in the
market.” Again, this makes the distinction between affordable and open market housing as being
measures of need.
4.36 With regards to the LPA’s suggestion of the proposal not identifying an “overriding essential need”
this also appears at odds with the Officer’s Report under Planning Balance that states,
“granting permission would contribute positively to the Council’s supply of market and affordable
housing…”.
4.37

It also appears at odds with the recognition in Mr Kenyon’s email to the Ward Councillor (Appendix
4) acknowledging there is an identified affordable housing need.

4.38 There is, therefore, an absolute “local housing need” throughout the entire district. In this regard,
the appeal proposal can only be said to be having a positive impact towards meeting need.
Addressing local housing need should first and foremost be assessed against the district wide
requirement which is clearly not being met as a result of annual completions well below what they
should be.
4.39 In terms of an up-to-date indication of a very ‘localised’ affordable housing requirement for
Templecombe – within the village or its wider environs, there is no village-wide needs statement to
point to.
Local Affordable Housing Need
4.40 SSDC’s document Rural Housing Dataset 2019/21 (March 2019) Appendix 7 advises that a Review
of Local Housing Needs Evidence has been undertaken to focus on those parts of the district where
no local survey has been conducted in the past decade; or where a survey has identified local need
but no provision has been made.
4.41 Abbas and Templecombe is not identified as a Parish within which a Parish Housing Needs Survey
has been undertaken since January 2013.

Further, it is acknowledged by the Council in the Rural

Housing Data set 2019/21,
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“that affordable housing need in rural settlements is seen as more acute in relative terms with the
affordability ratios of market housing often being much higher than in urban settlements”.
4.42 First, drawing from somewhat dated information of affordable housing stock as at 1 November 2018
in the Parish, the Rural Housing Dataset 2019/21 (Appendix 7) identifies some 16 applicants were
on the housing register as at 1 November 2018. Whilst affordable housing stock is already present
in the village the Dataset indicates 126 homes.
4.43 Secondly, in terms of affordable delivery and as expressed above, I have concerns over the
likelihood of housing being delivered at other sites in Templecombe where they are of a scale that
triggers an affordable housing requirement. Affordable delivery from Thales would be 25 new
dwellings and arguably that would begin to address the registered need as at November 18.
Affordable housing provision at West Street would also provide up to 17 homes if that permission is
built out. However, given the Council’s commitment to delivering new affordable housing and
addressing extended periods of non-supply in the face of housing need, it is only reasonable to
expect that housing need remains.
4.44 The proposed Section 106 Agreement for the appeal scheme defines affordable home eligibility
using the Council’s own clauses. An ‘Eligible Person’ is defined in the wording as a person who is
unable to secure accommodation suitable for their needs in the open housing market and who
additionally satisfies one or more of the following criteria namely: he is ordinarily resident in the
Relevant Area (‘the Parish of Templecombe’) or (as the case may require under paragraph 2.12 of
this Schedule) the Parishes of Henstridge, Charlton Horethorne, Horsington, and Wincanton, the
District and the County’.
4.45 These requirements appear to be standard in a S106 with regards affordable provision – noting their
inclusion within the S106 associated with the Thales development.

4.46

Mr Kenyon’s email at Appendix 4 also includes reference to the relevant data source and the table
is included. This shows all active applications on the Homefinder Somerset who have expressed a
Parish within South Somerset as their first choice Parish as at 11th March 2021. Homefinder
Somerset is a partnership of Local Authorities and Housing Associations providing access to
available social homes across Somerset.

4.47 This is presented in a Freedom of Information post on the Council’s web page. The numbers of
people who have expressed an interest in the Relevant Area Parishes are as follows:
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Abbas & Templecombe: 9
Henstridge: 11
Charlton Horethorne: 1
Horsington: 1
Wincanton: 116
4.48

What these latest Homefinder figures indicate is that there remains a localised affordable housing
need and this need also extends to the nearest higher order settlement to Templecombe, Wincanton.
There remains an identified need for some 138 affordable homes across Abbas and Templecombe;
Henstridge; Charlton Horethorne and Horsington and Wincanton.

4.49 At a District wide level of affordable housing need, latest monitoring evidence – the Homefinder
Somerset Quarterly Monitoring Report January 2021 (Q3), identifies 1934 households as registered
(Appendix 8).
4.50 The data within Tables 4.5, Table 4.6 and 4.7 below are taken from the Three Dragons Report (CD
11.16). Table 4.5 shows the annual level of delivery through the life of the Plan and the programmed
rate for 2019/20. This has not been confirmed in the latest AMR as yet for 2019/20. The 13 year
average net completions is 129 affordable homes.
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4.51 Table 4.6 shows the 7 year average and shows delivery well below policy requirement at 17.9%.
Three Dragons recognises the low levels are reflective of the fact that a significant amount of delivery
is from small sites. This is all the more reason to approve opportunities like the appeal site.

4.52 Table 4.7 below suggests that there would be 261 new affordable homes delivered for the 2019/20
period which is much higher than that programmed for the same year in Table 4.5 above. The
Council are expecting a doubling in delivery of affordable housing at 261 and 255 respectively, which
has only ever been achieved twice in 14 years.

4.53 This is a significant under achievement. In addition, ThreeDragons indicates that the LPA recognise
there are more conversations to be had around viability and increasing prospects for viability
discussions to unblock non delivery issues so the situation is unlikely to improve..
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Emerging Affordable Housing Policy
4.54 In the Local Plan Review is the suggestion of a reduction to 28% for affordable housing under policy
HG2. This reduction in policy requirement and existing concerns around viability, plus low levels of
historic supply will undoubtedly have an adverse impact.
4.55 As a result of reliance upon large sites to deliver affordable homes, the limited number of these
means that delivery is constrained and completions uncertain. Changes to the policy requirements
at a National level has also meant that smaller sites are no longer delivering a higher proportion of
affordable homes. This was a key observation by Three Dragons.
4.56 In concluding, balanced against the District wide need of 1934, and an average delivery rate of only
129 affordable homes per year, this would take a further 15 years to meet this need before any new
additional need arising was added to this. There has been no affordable housing delivered in
Templecombe based on completions data since the start of the Local Plan period whilst an obvious
need exists for the Parish and other qualifying parishes. The proposals satisfy the Development Plan
requirements in policy HG3, and deliver 21 new affordable homes for families on the waiting list.
Very significant weight should be given to this in the Planning Balance.

Manor Farm Templecombe | Planning Proof of Evidence | APPR3325/W/20/3265558

Page 26

5 The Development Plan
The Development Plan for South Somerset comprises:
o South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 (SSLP 2015)
o Saved Policies of the South Somerset Local Plan 1991-2011 (2006) (SSLP 2006); and
o Somerset Minerals Plan (2015) (SMP)
5.1 The only policies of the Development Plan where conflict is alleged in the Decision Notice are the
SSLP 2015 policies SD1 (Sustainable Development), EQ2 (General Development) and EQ3 (Historic
Environment).
Saved Policies of the Somerset District Council Local Plan 1991-2011
5.2 The SSLP 2006 was adopted in April 2006 and provided the spatial planning framework to 2011.
The three remaining saved policies comprise ME8 (Hazardous Installations), ME9 (Consultation
Zones around Notifiable and Hazardous Installations) and CR10 (Public Rights of Way and
Recreation Routes) and are not relevant to the appeal.
The Somerset Minerals Plan (2015)
5.3 The SMP was adopted in February 2015 and sets out broadly where minerals will be worked in the
County until 2030. The application site lies partially within the Mineral Safeguarding Area (MSA)
where Policy SMP9 (Safeguarding) applies. The Council has indicated that the proposal would not
lead to the sterilisation of mineral resources in this MSA [CD APPL 13.03].
South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 (SSLP) (2015)
5.4 The SSLP was adopted in March 2015 and has not been the subject of any review in order to
consider whether it needs reviewing as per Regulation 10A of the Town & Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 & NPPF [33]. The policies within the Plan retain their status
as Development Plan policies. However, as indicated in this POE, those key policies that I believe
to be the most important for determining the application are out of date. These relate to the supply
of housing SS1, SS2, SS4 and SS5, Policy SD1 “Sustainable Development” that the Council allege
conflict with, Policy EQ2 a general development management policy relevant in respect of alleged
harm in landscape terms and EQ3 “Historic Environment” relevant in respect of alleged harm to the
heritage asset. My evidence below also identifies the degree of consistency with these specific
policies and the NPPF and I attach weight accordingly.
5.5 The key policies are now 6 years old since the Plan’s adoption and could not therefore have been
prepared with the benefit of the 2019 NPPF. As per paragraph 213 of the NPPF, this in itself does
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not render them out of date. Due weight should still be given to them and my evidence does this
describing that weight.be attached. However, by virtue of the 5 year housing land supply position,
those policies most important for determining the application are deemed out of date by virtue of
Paragraph 11 (d) and footnote 7 of the NPPF. As set out below some of these policies do not reflect
the more up to date policy initiatives in the NPPF nor were they, or the wider plan, prepared with the
benefit of more recent Government announcements and initiatives on boosting housing supply.
5.6 The Plan has failed to deliver enough housing year on year and in particular has a poor track record
of delivering affordable housing. This track record and recent announcements regarding further
delays to the Local Plan Review 7, which anticipate submission of a plan for examination in early
2023, combined with no obvious evidence of a clear plan for boosting housing supply, can only
mean more years of further under delivery.
Policy SD1 – Sustainable Development
5.7

Section 7 of my evidence illustrates there is considerably less than 5 years’ supply of deliverable
housing sites. Therefore, in accordance with paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF, the presumption in
favour of sustainable development applies. The significant benefits of the scheme as identified in
the Planning Balance outweigh any adverse impacts.

5.8

In respect of policy SD1, Reason for Refusal (RfR) number 1 states, in part;
“As such, the proposal is contrary to Policies SD1 and EQ2 of the South Somerset Local Plan 20062028. The adverse impacts are considered to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
acknowledged benefits towards meeting the Local Planning Authority's housing supply (including
affordable housing provision), and other social and economic benefits, having due regard to
paragraphs 11.d) ii. And 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019)”.

5.9

The concern expressed in RfR 1 appears to be based on harm in landscape terms. There is in
fact no acknowledgement that the Council consider that the site is suitable in principle for some
housing. Logically this is interpreted by the Appellant as relating to the impact from some parts of
the proposal rather than their entirety.

5.10 The RfR does acknowledge the benefits of the proposal in meeting housing requirements and
other social and economic benefits although it is not possible to identify the weighting given to
The April 2017 LDS explains that the Council had intended to bring forward DPD for SUEs at Yeovil and
Direction of Growth but was advised to conduct an early review of provision in Wincanton. Instead they
decided to review the whole local plan. The indicative timetable indicated Reg 19 & submission in 2019 &
adoption December 2020.

7
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these elements. The Officer’s Report in the planning balance also recognises the sustainable
nature of the settlement which “weighs in favour of the application, having regards to Policy SD1”.
5.11 The Planning Balance in Section 10 assesses this against the obvious benefits of the proposal
recognised above. A more comprehensive assessment of the impacts in landscape terms is dealt
with in the POE of Mr Williams.
5.12 Policy SD1 is a general sustainability policy prepared before more recent iterations of the NPPF.
In accordance with paragraph 213 I attach due weight as required. The policy is given less weight
in the Planning Balance to reflect this passage of time and degree of consistency with the NPPF.
It is in any event a positive permissive policy that does not prevent development especially when
policies are out of date as is the case here. To the extent that the appeal proposal provides
economic and social benefits and environmental improvements means the policy is satisfied. The
benefits of the proposal in socio economic terms are not contested although the weight given to
this by each party may be different. The proposal addresses housing need in the Village and wider
locality. Contributions from the development have a direct positive impact on the social fabric of
the village.
5.13 Paragraph 4.4 of the SSDC Local Plan suggests the Council has adopted a positive approach to
meeting objectively assessed needs of the district, however by using this Policy to refuse the
proposals the Policy is not helping to address recognised housing need and in particular
affordable housing, nor is it facilitating sustainable development but instead frustrating it.

At

paragraph 4.6 the Council acknowledge that policies in the plan may well become out of date.
This is the case here yet the policy is still used to refuse the proposal. The Planning Balance
demonstrates how the benefits outweigh the adverse impacts.
Policy SS1 - Settlement Strategy
5.14 Evidence from the South Somerset Role and Function Study 2009 made recommendations on the
settlement hierarchy for the South Somerset Local Plan. Templecombe was identified within the
“Rural Settlements” category.
5.15 Policy SS1 sets out a hierarchy for the spatial distribution of growth across the district. Rural
Settlements are considered as part of the countryside to which national countryside protection
policies apply, subject to the exceptions allowed in Policy SS2.
5.16 SS1 does support housing growth in these locations subject to satisfying the requirements in Policy
SS2. Paragraph 5.24 suggests that the approach does not preclude development however, whilst
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recognising NPPF promotes sustainable development in paragraph 5.24, unfortunately Policy SS1
was written without the benefit of the more explicit and more numerous rural housing initiatives in
the latest version of the NPPF.
5.17 Quite apart from the HLS position Policy SS1 is not consistent with the aims of paragraph 71 of
NPPF. There is now a greater emphasis on entry level exception sites on unallocated sites where
need is not being met elsewhere. This is designed to provide greater access to housing at more
affordable prices to address a different type of housing need. Whilst the appeal site is not an
exceptions site, this is recognition by the Government of new initiatives to boost supply on smaller
greenfield sites on the edge of settlements. The appeal scheme is a varied mix of tenures and
house types that will facilitate choice with people’s ability to move up or down the ladder in the
village or from other villages, thereby freeing up additional housing stock and under occupation.
5.18 Policy SS1 is not consistent with paragraph 78 of NPPF in that it does not actively promote or
encourage sustainable development in rural areas to the extent intended by the NPPF. Instead,
referring to Rural Settlements simply as open countryside and applying a more restrictive
approach, it fails to recognise the sustainability credentials of settlements like Templecombe.
Paragraph 78 states,
“To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should identify opportunities
for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. Where there are
groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support services in a village nearby”.
5.19 Policy SS1 makes it harder for the Council to be able to “support opportunities to bring forward rural
exception sites…” (which can include market housing) advocated in paragraph 77 of NPPF made
all the more difficult if the restrictive open countryside approach is taken. Paragraph 77 states,
“In rural areas, planning policies and decisions should be responsive to local circumstances and
support housing developments that reflect local needs. Local planning authorities should support
opportunities to bring forward rural exception sites that will provide affordable housing to meet
identified local needs, and consider whether allowing some market housing on these sites would
help to facilitate this”.
5.20 Policy SS1 does not positively promote housing development by identifying specific opportunities
that allow for these lower order villages to grow as required in paragraph 78. The policy does not
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positively “identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive…” instead, allowing growth only
through satisfying Policy SS2 rather than promoting it itself at this tier.
5.21 Paragraph 5.12 of the Plan confirms that “the hierarchy forms the basis of the local plan…”.
Paragraph 5.12 confirms Policy SS1 directs housing to settlements to increase levels of selfcontainment but unfortunately does not apply a similar logic to settlements such as Templecombe
that also have a high level of employment. Actively identifying specific housing growth here would
allow the levels of self-containment in the village to improve further.
5.22 The policy does not reflect paragraph 84 of the NPPF which signals that planning policies “should
recognise the sites to meet local business and community needs in rural areas may have to be
found adjacent to or beyond existing settlements,….The use of sites that are physically well-related
to existing settlements, should be encouraged…”.
5.23 The current strategy in SS1 relates to a plan period which is only 7 years away from its end date of
2028. It is currently being reviewed albeit there are now significant further delays to this. SS1 does
not reflect the current level of sustainability at Templecombe nor the promotion of development in
villages and the rural areas in NPPF 2019. It is also the case that SS1 has not been successful
judging from how the market has actually responded to housing delivery in South Somerset during
the first 15 years of the plan where permissions, and in some cases delivery, has occurred ahead
of that envisaged for the Rural Settlements and well below at other towns where the market is less
buoyant. Judged by today’s standards this policy plainly needs to be reviewed.
5.24 In any event Policy SS1 does not rule out development in the rural settlements, however, it is overly
simplistic in its application grouping settlements together into this general category when each has
very different characteristics and abilities to absorb growth. It is evident that Templecombe should
be a higher order settlement and competes easily with Rural Centres. To seek to limit growth in a
sustainable location where there is obvious need against a backdrop of under delivery of Policy
SS1, is contrary to NPPF and Government policy and is unsustainable.
5.25 The significant supply assumptions from the Rural Settlements/RoD 2020-2025 is relied upon by
the LPA to support their current 5 year supply positon. A reliance on consents delivering at these
rates in these locations seems to be acceptable in the context of attempting to demonstrate a 5
year position and to outweigh any perception of harm the LPA may have to undermining policies
SS1 and SS5.
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5.26 The spatial strategy in SS1 is focussed on directing the bulk of new homes to settlements where
there is employment in an attempt to increase self-containment. Whilst a laudable principle it is
again an overly simplistic ‘numbers game’ approach to directing housing growth without
considering the objectives and the circumstances around a settlement like Templecombe which
in any event has unusually high levels of employment but relatively few employees able to live
locally.
5.27 More recently, with a new Local Plan Review underway, and a reasonable period of monitoring
information available, it is clear that South Somerset has arrived at the position that the adopted
Local Plan strategy needs changing. The Council recognise that they now have the opportunity to
devise a strategy that is more reflective of the needs of a rural district – including the needs of
villages – and not playing a simple numbers game but instead focusing investment and housing
opportunities in its largest settlements.
5.28 Therefore, despite recognising the shortcomings of the adopted strategy and the need to change
it, and the 2017 LDS anticipating it would be adopted by now, here we are in 2021, 5 - 6 years after
the Local Plan Review began, during which the process has experienced considerable delay.
5.29 The Council’s programme for the remainder of the Local Plan Review as advertised on their web
page is as follows:
o

Proposed submission draft - Mid 2022

o

Submission – Early 2023

o

Examination – to be determined – (we estimate summer 2023)

o

Adoption – to be determined – (we estimate early 2024)

5.30 It is unlikely that a revised plan will be in place that addresses this shortcoming until 2024 at the
earliest. This leaves just 7 years to run on the adopted Local Plan and potential housing land
supply issues are likely to arise once again in the early stages of the new Local Plan where new
allocations will inevitably take time to materialise into actual completions.
5.31 In summarising, my evidence on Policy SS1 is it is out of date by reference to the 5 year positon.
In addition, limited weight should be attributed to it in any event regardless of this, on the basis it
is not consistent with the Framework. Applying paragraph 213 of NPPF it should therefore be
given limited weight and far less weight than the weight given to the sustainability credentials of
Templecombe when judged against NPPF. There is however some progress in emerging Policies
SS1 and SS2 in terms of recognising the need for a new category of settlement and directing
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growth to these and indeed Policy SS4 which facilitates growth more in line with NPPF at these
Rural Settlements than SS1 and SS2 presently do.
Policy SS2 Development in Rural Settlements
5.32 This policy allows growth which is commensurate with the scale and character of a settlement if it
enhances its sustainability beyond simply providing market housing. The appeal proposal satisfies
this Policy through the provision of market and affordable housing addressing identified need and
increasing self-containment options as well as making contributions to socio economic benefits.
The proposals offer in the longer term an improved and greener village edge, improvements to
footpaths & existing play space off site, with new accessible open space on site better revealing a
view of the designated historic asset, and a footpath link to the existing village, The proposal would
result in circa 7.8% increase in the present housing stock of the village which is not a significant
increase in scale and moreover this does not result in any harm to the character of the village.
Some harmful visual impacts are judged to be short term.
5.33 My evidence has demonstrated in Section 4 how the Officer, and the LPA, were content to approve
the West Street application when they considered the resultant scale of new growth was
considerably greater than it would be if this appeal scheme were allowed.
5.34 If the concern around “scale” is simply a numbers argument, and the concern from the LPA is that
in allowing the appeal the total pipeline would exceed both a non-existent Templecombe figure or
result in more housing permitted than in larger settlements, then this is a worrying and overly
simplistic approach to planning for housing. It appears that the LPA are simply applying a numbers
argument to determine whether an application is or is not acceptable.
5.35 This numerical approach to decide what is and is not right for Templecombe, and benchmarking
it against more specific housing targets in higher order settlements (which also have both over and
underperformed) is, as indicated, overly simplistic and a mathematical approach to deciding
applications especially in the absence of any evidence of harm to the character of the settlement
or its fabric.
5.36 The Appellant notes the LPA’s new positon on the application set out in the email from Mr Kenyon
of the 23rd March (Appendix 4) in which he seeks, and has now obtained it seems, authority from
a single ward Councillor to impose a new reason for refusal retrospectively, that being conflict with
SS2. This is on the basis that the LPA now believe they can demonstrate a 5 years HLS position.
On the basis of the email the Appellant believes that the Council are of the view that the proposal
only conflicts with the third bullet point of SS2 and state on page 2 of the email;
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“in terms of the 3rd bullet point in Local Plan policy SS2, officers acknowledge that there is an
identified affordable housing need within the locality but, notwithstanding that, maintain that the
proposed quantum of development is not commensurate with the scale and character of the
settlement.”.
5.37 The Delegated Decision was made at the time when the Officer felt the LPA were unable to
demonstrate a 5 year HLS. It did not consider there to be conflict with Policy SS2 at that point. It
now appears to be the case that the LPA feel there is conflict simply because they are of the view
the HLS position has now changed. Again this is a simplistic numbers approach being taken to
determine what is or is not acceptable.
5.38 Mr Williams’s POE and the LVIA work acknowledges that;
“Overall, it can be concluded from the landscape and visual assessment of the proposed
development, that the majority impacts and effects would not be significant, but would result in a
few, very localised visual effects mainly in views from Public Footpath No. WN29/12 and in adjoining
residents’ views.” (para 5.6 of June 2020 LVIA) and;
“The proposed development will therefore have some local landscape and visual impacts harm but
the effects of the development on character and visual appearance of the wider countryside, and
this part of the River Cale Valley, will not be significant as the proposed development would not
erode or harm the special qualities of key landscape characteristics of the area.” (Para 5.7 of June
2020 LVIA)
5.39 The character of the settlement and the site’s immediate environs are predominantly residential in
nature with a wide variety of housing types and styles nearby. It is difficult therefore to understand
where the adverse impact on “character” of the settlement occurs or where this is readily defined
by the LPA. My evidence demonstrates in section 4 that the scale of the proposal when assessed
against other housing commitments is appropriate as well. The consultation responses to the
application, aside from heritage and landscape, confirm there is no adverse impact on the
receiving environment through service providers or utilities. The housing types are varied and
appropriate sizes and sale reflective of the village.
5.40 The LPA accept in paragraph 6.6 of their Statement that the part of the policy requiring local
support can no longer be substantiated because it cannot be enforced.
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5.41 My evidence has demonstrated that the proposal accords with the scale and character of the
settlement in the Appeal DAS Addendum March 2021 and in the absence of any specific
description of this alleged harm other than to heritage and landscape terms, the conflict is not
readily apparent.
5.42 Failure to allow housing in this sustainable rural settlement is unlikely to secure development in
underperforming locations further up the settlement hierarchy but could very well disperse
development pressure to unsustainable villages further down the settlement hierarchy.
5.43 There is no community led plan to be consistent with either as the policy suggests.
5.44 The proposal creates and enhances community facilities expanded on in the Planning Balance
and as agreed with the LPA, as well as meeting identified housing need and particularly the under
supply of affordable housing so the proposal is compliant with SS2 in any event.
5.45 The Officer’s Report on SS2 recognises the application of the policy will be different for each
respective settlement when making the balanced judgements.
5.46 Paragraph 5.24 of the SSLP recognises the NPPF (2012) “promotes sustainable development in
rural areas”.

In the Appellant’s opinion however, this is not to the same extent as the support

offered in the 2019 NPPF through various additional initiatives described under SS1 above where
it is more explicit.

The paragraph is clear in confirming however SS2 does not preclude

development.
5.47 Para 5.30 recognises the different characteristics of the various settlements in this category. The
application of SS2 should be applied on a settlement by settlement basis as opposed to a blanket
approach.
5.48 Para 5.33 is clear that it may well be acceptable for a case to be made where the needs of one or
more settlements is met by provision in a different settlement.

This is important when trying to

establish a true picture of local need. Development in Templecombe will also help to address
housing need in those smaller villages that have an obvious functional relationship with it and in
those qualifying parishes in the Section 106 agreement requiring affordable housing.
5.49 Policy SS4 of the emerging Plan for Development in Rural Areas, whilst attracting less weight, is a
clear indication of the LPA now recognising more development in these villages would be
acceptable than under the current plan and reducing the hurdles to this whilst also making the
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distinction clear that development is acceptable when it meets both affordable or open market
housing need at that settlement. This policy is more reflective of housing initiatives in NPPF.
5.50 Para 5.30 helpfully confirms that a flexible approach to SS2 should be taken on a settlement by
settlement basis as the settlements vary widely.
5.51 Para 5.39 recognises “the clear link between the provision of housing and employment and
securing current and future facilities and services” which is an important test when addressing the
2nd bullet point of Policy SS2.
5.52 Paragraph 5.44 is relevant in defining local need. It suggests that this could be through a variety
of housing types and tenures and makes distinction that market housing is also included in this.
5.53 In summary, the policy also lacks consistency with the NPPF (paras 77 &78) and is also deemed
out of date by virtue of the 5 year HLS position.

It does not reflect either housing initiatives in

NPPF and patterns of rural living and accordingly I attach limited weight to it as a result of a lack
of consistency with NPPF.

Policy SS4 – District Wide Housing Provision
5.54 Provision will be made for sufficient development to meet an overall district requirement of at least
15,950 dwellings in the plan period with an annual requirement of 725 dpa. This is considerably
lower than the 19,700 identified at Draft Regional Spatial Strategy stage 2006-2026 which projected
forward to 2028 would have meant 21,670 new dwellings required for South Somerset.
5.55 South Somerset took an overly cautious view at the local plan stage on housing requirement. As
can be seen from the completions data March 2021 in Appendix 9 there has been a significant
under performance against this through the first 14 years of the plan period.
5.56 The appeal scheme is in accordance with this Policy as it contributes towards the achievement of
at least 15,950 dwellings over the plan period.
5.57 The policy lacks consistency with the NPPF and is deemed out of date. The housing requirement
figures in Policy SS4 are out of date and do not reflect NPPF and in particular paragraph 60 and
the need to use Standard Methodology in calculating the District’s housing requirement as their 5
year Housing Land supply position does. Consequently, I attach less weight to this policy because
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of the degree of consistency with the NPPF - however as demonstrated in a positive 5 year world,
the exceedance of the policy in itself is not a conflict nor is it harmful.
Policy SS5 – Delivering New Housing Growth
5.58 This policy sets out how the district-wide housing requirement is to be distributed across the
settlement hierarchy. A requirement of 2,242 dwellings at the Rural Settlements tier is identified.
5.59 Policy SS5 does not disaggregate the 2,242 need to a specific figure at Templecombe so the
appeal proposals cannot be in breach of a specific housing requirement figure.
5.60 As at 31st March 2019 according to the 2019 AMR there was therefore still a residual requirement
of 499 dwellings at this tier. The appeal scheme makes a positive contribution to this and the
threshold is not breached. As SS5 is an “at least” figure its exceedance is not a breach. At
paragraphs 16 and 17 of the Henstridge Appeal (Appendix 6) the Inspector is of the view that
exceeding the figure of the rural settlements is not necessarily a conflict with the policy as it is
expressed as a minimum – and I agree.
5.61 My POE has demonstrated how policy SS2 is satisfied regardless of the 5 year position. SS5 is a
permissive policy that allows growth at these villages and there remains a residual requirement at
this tier as at 31/3/2019. My evidence has demonstrated the sustainable nature of both the site
and the settlement in Section 3. There is no harm to the scale or character of the settlement as a
result of the proposal.

As the aims of SS2 are satisfied and overall in my planning judgement

there cannot be conflict with Policy SS5.
5.62 Policy SS5 and its approach to rural settlements does not recognise their true role and function or
the contribution they have made and will make to the 5 year land supply position. The Policy is out
of date and does not reflect initiatives about stimulating rural housing in the NPPF as discussed
above. The weight to be attached to the policy is therefore diminished by its inconsistency with the
NPPF in any event regardless of the 5 year position.
Henstridge Appeal, Land West of Stalbridge Road APP/R3325/W/18/3197960 (Appendix 6)
5.63 The Council’s concern with the appeal proposal is that housing numbers would exceed those
identified for other higher tier settlements.
5.64 As demonstrated the appeal proposals would not result in that 289 limit (West Street assumptions)
being breached which the Council previously found was an acceptable level of growth. The actual
figure would be closer to 253 as a total of completions to date and future commitments.
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5.65 The figure is more akin to the Henstridge level of growth where the Inspector also found that level
of growth acceptable.

The Officer’s Pre App Report (Appendix 5) makes reference to the

Henstridge decision under the sub heading “Sustainability of the Settlement”. In that he refers to
the 252 anticipated supply, however goes on to say, (even in the context of misapplying the correct
pipeline number for Templecombe) that;
“a further 54 beyond that permitted at Henstridge (taking the number 306) should not in my opinion
be an insurmountable issue.”
5.66 In the decision the Inspector at paragraph 14 identifies that the conflict with SS2 meant that the
proposal also conflicted with SS1. The decision here seems to be on the basis that even though
there was plenty of services in the village there was no local support for the proposals, and
secondly that the proposal would “greatly exceed the scale of development that would be
necessary to meet identified housing need.”
5.67 At Henstridge the proposal resulted in a 19% increase in housing stock. A key distinction in this
case was that there was a Parish Plan in Henstridge and a specific affordable housing need
identified through a Parish Needs Survey. Neither exist for Templecombe. The requirement for
local support under SS2 can no longer be substantiated as agreed with the LPA.
5.68 This conflict with Policy SS2 meant that the Inspector also found conflict with Policy SS5 by virtue
only of the conflict with SS2, however, not as a result of any exceedance of the figure identified for
Rural Settlements in Policy SS5.
5.69 The Inspector also identified that the Council acknowledged they were working to unlock difficulties
with supply from large sites but went on to say “there is no evidence before me to demonstrate that
the proposal would prejudice the achievement of such developments or that distribution strategy
over the rest of the plan period would be seriously compromised.”
5.70 It can be drawn from this that the Inspector only felt there was conflict with SS1 and SS5 as a result
of the conflict with SS2 and not as a result of direct conflict with either policy in itself.
5.71 Like Policy SS4 the housing requirement figure expressed in the policy has not been calculated
using Standard Methodology and so is now inconsistent with the NPPF. In any event the annual
requirement under SM like the Local Plan requirement there is not a great difference and that
difference is clearly narrowing as the affordability ratio worsens. This policy is out of date. We have
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seen the failure of the policy in terms of directing growth to the places it was meant to go to under
the Settlement hierarchy in SS1.
5.72 Similarly Policy SS5, like SS1, restricts growth at sustainable settlements like Templecombe by
reiterating the approach taken in SS1 and taking a blanket approach to growth in such settlements
it make no distinction between a location remote from a settlement in open countryside and one
like the appeal site. This is an unnecessary constraint on supply and perpetuates the systematic
numbers approach being taken by the Council to directing housing growth. The policy is not
consistent with Paragraph 59 of the NPPF by not identifying enough sufficient land where it is
needed.
5.73 For the same reasons my evidence gives limited weight to Policy SS2 as a result of it not being
consistent with rural housing initiatives in NPPF.
5.74 Policy SS6 – Infrastructure Delivery Development will provide (or financial contributions towards)
affordable housing, social, physical and environmental infrastructure and community benefits
which the Council considers necessary for the development to proceed. Planning Obligations
(S106) will be used to cover those matters which would otherwise result in planning permission
being refused. The level of developer contributions through the S106 satisfy this policy and are
proportionate to the nature, scale and viability of the project. CIL will be charged throughout the
district. The scheme is in accordance with this Policy. A list of the contributions is contained in
Section 8 of the POE and appended to the PSOCG.
5.75 Somerset County Council Education in their response to the appeal scheme on 16th July 2020
[CD 7.02] indicate Abbas & Templecombe primary school would require expansion to
accommodate the children from the development. A discussion with the Headmaster of the school
revealed that the school has a spare classroom which is currently used as a break out space and
which is able to return to use as a classroom. In addition, an application to make permanent a
temporary classroom at the primary school will also increase the capacity available further. There
is sufficient capacity in the secondary school at present (King Arthur’s School, Wincanton).
Application SCC/3780/2020 to retain the temporary additional classroom at the school is currently
in the system. There was no objection from Somerset Education department.
5.76 The latest Somerset School Organisation Plan 2019 shows Abbas and Templecombe School was
at capacity in 2018 but by 2023 is forecast to have 18 spare places. In addition, the Slades Hill
application (approved) – gave financial contributions towards new early years and primary school
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places. The West Street application (pending) SCC education also seek financial contributions to
early years and primary school places.
5.77 There is spare capacity at King Arthur’s Community School (secondary school) and no financial
contributions sought from any of the recent Templecombe applications.
5.78 Policy SS6 whilst pre dating NPPF 2019, seeks to achieve the objectives of paragraph 8 of NPPF
and is consistent with this and therefore full weight can be applied to it. The availability of a spare
classroom at the school is agreed as is the application to make permanent an additional temporary
classroom – referring to PSOCG at 5.12.
Policy HG3 – Provision of Affordable Housing
5.79 A range of market housing types and sizes should be provided to contribute to the provision of
sustainable and balanced communities.

Evidence in Section 4 above identifies the poor

performance in affordable housing provision through the plan period to date and that none has
been provided previously in Templecombe. This can be secured through the Section 106
5.80 Whilst the policy is satisfied, the policy has failed in securing delivery of sufficient affordable
housing in the District. The policy cannot be said to reflect the requirements of Paragraphs 59
through 63 in that there appears to be no up to date assessment of affordable need reflected in
the actual planning policy as required by paragraph 61 for any of the categories of need identified.
This would be possible if the policy had been reviewed and a more up to date assessment of
affordable need at a district level established. As this has not been done my evidence gives limited
weight to the Policy.
Policy HG5 - Achieving a Mix of Market Housing
5.81 A range of market housing types and sizes should be provided across the district on large sites
that can reasonably meet the housing market needs of the district – with the mix contributing to
sustainable and balanced communities.
5.82 Whilst the policy is satisfied by the proposals, market housing has not been provided to meet
needs – as shown, most notably, by supply evidence. It follows that in not achieving this through
the plan period that the range or ‘mix’ of market housing does not contribute positively to the
provision of sustainable, balanced communities. My evidence therefore gives little weight to the
Policy.
Policy TA1 – Low Carbon Travel
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5.83 All new residential development should, subject to viability, provide Travel Information Packs,
electric charging points, Green Travel Vouchers, cycle parking facilities, Travel Plans, sustainable
transport measures and enable ease of working from home. Where development will impact
existing public transport, planning obligations will be sought to improve public transport
connections in accordance with policy SS6. The Travel Plan submitted with the application
illustrates that the scheme is in accordance with this Policy.
5.84 The policy is not reflective of much more detailed guidance in NPPF Chapter 14 on measures to
reduce climate change and carbon usage not just through travel initiatives but also through a wider
variety of initiatives. To that extent the Plan’s commitment to addressing the climate challenge is
not in conformity with more recent initiatives or the NPPF. There is no conflict with the Policy
however limited weight is attached to the policy because of this. The Policy is not therefore
complying with the aims of Paragraph 7 of NPPF.
Policy TA4 – Travel Plans
5.85 A full Travel Plan is required for residential development of 50+ dwellings. A Travel Plan was
submitted and accepted by SCC Highways (see agreed TSOCG). Chapter 9 of the NPPF and in
particular paragraph 108 has been satisfied by the proposals. In identifying Templecombe as an
SS2 settlement in the settlement hierarchy the plan and strategy failed to acknowledge the
alternative modes of transport available in the village to residents and seemingly attached little
weight to the existence of this when assessing the sustainability credentials of the Village and to
that extent it fails to take the appropriate opportunities to recognise and promote this at
Templecombe. The proposals satisfy paragraph 111 through the production of a Travel Plan
agreed in Common Ground and delivered through the S106 Agreement. My evidence gives limited
weight to the Policy as it does not reflect more recent travel initiatives or guidance in NPPF.
Policy TA5 – Transport Impact of New Development
5.86 All new development should address its transport implications and be designed to maximise the
potential for sustainable transport. This is agreed as being acceptable in the TSOCG. Local
highway improvements designed to maximise sustainable transport options from the site, as
identified in drawing numbers ITB14082-GA-019A [CD 2.20], ITB14082-GA-030A) [CD 2.21]
ITB14408-GA-031A [CD 2.22],

ITB14408-GA-039) [CD 6.13], ITB14408-GA-040) [CD 6.14],

ITB14408-GA-041) [CD 6.15] and ITB14408-GA-042) [CD 6.16] will provide benefit by way of offsite
improvements and provision of new footpath links to the benefit of existing and future residents.
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5.87 Somerset County Council as the suitably qualified highway authority raise no objection to the
proposals. Critically, the Transport Assessment demonstrates, having regard to paragraphs 108
and 109 of the NPPF, that:
The site has good accessibility and a package of measures aimed at enhancing the sustainability
of the site will come forward through Section 106 agreement and / or Section 278 Highways works.
Policy TA6 – Parking Standards
5.88 Parking provision in new development should be design-led and based upon site characteristics,
location and accessibility. The parking standards within the Somerset County Council Parking
Strategy will be applied in South Somerset. The scheme is in accordance with this Policy.
Policy HW1 – Provision of Open Space
5.89 Outdoor Playing Space, Sports, Cultural & Community Facilities in New Development. This is
agreed as being acceptable provision in the PSOCG. Where new housing development generates
a need for additional open space including provision on or off site, or contributions will be made
as appropriate. The scheme is in accordance with this Policy and makes suitable provision through
the Section 106 Agreement.
Policy EQ1 – Addressing Climate Change
5.90 New development will be supported where it demonstrates how climate change mitigation and
adaptation will be delivered. New dwellings should be energy efficient and maximise solar gain
wherever reasonable. Micro-generation should be considered, and proposals should not adversely
impact flood risk. The submitted Energy and Sustainability Statement (CD 2.15) illustrates how the
scheme is capable of mitigating against climate change.

Planning conditions will secure

compliance with this policy.
5.91 My evidence attaches weight to the policy in seeking to address the impact of new development
however the policy was prepared in advance of NPPF 2019 so the weight attached is limited.
Policy EQ2 (General Development)
5.92 This is a general Development Control Policy that requires development to be designed to achieve
a high quality, which promotes South Somerset’s local distinctiveness and preserves or enhances
the character and appearance of the district. Policy EQ2 aims to ensure that development
contributes to social, economic and environmental sustainability and makes a positive difference
to people's lives to help to provide homes, jobs, and better opportunities for everyone. At the same
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time, it aims to protect and enhance the natural environment, and conserve the countryside and
open spaces.
5.93 Policy EQ2 requires the assessment of proposals against this policy to be considered amongst
other things against housing demand and need in the 9th bullet to the policy.
5.94 Whilst the POE of Mr Williams addresses the scheme’s compliance with those parts of the policy
specific to landscape matters, the Appeal DAS Addendum, appended to Mr Williams’s POE at
Appendix D, also demonstrates how the proposals have the capacity to fit with their surroundings
without a detrimental impact on adjoining residential amenities. It is evident from consultation
responses to the application that there would be no adverse impacts on infrastructure or service
availability either. The scheme’s compliance with elements of the Policy are more readily able to
be assessed at a more detailed RM stage.
5.95 The Revised Landscape Strategy CD 10.03 and the evidence of both Mr Smith and Mr Williams
explain further how the scheme is in accordance with this policy.
5.96 In addition, the masterplan and supporting Appeal DAS Addendum have considered in detail,
green infrastructure, pedestrian connectivity, vehicle access, use of locally inspired housing
typologies and plot structure and policy compliant car parking arrangements. The result is a highquality development can be created through the reserved matters approval process to create and
promote local distinctiveness and enhance the character of the eastern settlement edge of
Templecombe.
5.97 The Appeal DAS Addendum March 2021 demonstrates how RMA can be secured so as to achieve
a high quality which promotes local distinctiveness and preserves and enhances the character and
appearance of the district. The masterplan illustrates the residential amenity of new and existing
neighbouring properties will be adequately protected to provide acceptable residential amenity
space in accordance with Policy HW1. Policy EQ2 should not have been a reason for refusal.
5.98 The proposals do not have an adverse impact on residential amenity of neighbouring properties
either by virtue of physical distancing/separation or from a reduction in views from neighbouring
properties. Appeal DAS Addendum March 2021 page. 53 Figure 4.01: Revised Masterplan (ref:
19025_Sk01 Rev H) show the layout response to existing rear gardens along the western boundary
is shown in Figure 4.01: Revised Masterplan. The setback between existing and proposed
drawings are recorded with a minimum distance of 22m achieved. The proposed layout ‘backs’
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onto this boundary to protect and secure the residential amenity of neighbouring properties. The
proposed dwellings provide acceptable residential amenity space in accordance with Policy HW1.
5.99

The scheme provides ample amenity space for new residents. The appeal scheme addresses
housing need as demonstrated.

5.100 In response to comments in the Officer’s Report on Page 28 Residential Amenity and concerns
about impact on residential amenity, the Report makes clear that any such concerns are limited
to impacts on those properties on the north western and south western boundaries only. This
concern is from local residents.
5.101 The officer confirms that this is an outline application going on to say “the size of the site is
considered adequate to enable an appropriate scheme to be designed that would avoid
substantive harm to neighbour amenity in terms of significant and unacceptable dominance, over
bearing impact, overshadowing, overlooking and loss of privacy.”
5.102 The private amenity of existing dwellings is recorded in the Appeal DAS Addendum, p. 16, Fig:
2.12 Site Boundaries, and the setback distance of the proposed housing is recorded on p. 52,
‘Masterplan Layout’ and demonstrates a setback distance of at least 22m is achieved.
5.103 It is acknowledged that any proposed residential development on the site will result in a change
of views currently enjoyed by some existing residents. However, like the Officer’s Report, I
conclude that the private views of these residents are in fact a material consideration however, I
do not believe them to be an overriding consideration in this case.
5.104 The Appeal DAS March 2021 Addendum sets out the design principles that will guide a
subsequent RM Application to deliver a landscape led scheme that is locally inspired. The
scheme’s compliance with these strategies and elements of the Policy EQ2 are more readily able
to be assessed at a more detailed RM stage.
5.105 Whilst EQ2 is an out of date policy, the aims of the policy are in any event addressed by the
proposal. The policy has limited weight in that it is not consistent with NPPF chapter 12 and
specifically the advice therein on achieving well designed places being prepared well in advance
of this. Paragraph 13.35 to the policy suggests the delivery of the policy will be through the
production and updating of design guidance to be delivered through the Development
Management process however, there is no such up to date guidance available to have assisted
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the officer in forming his opinion on conflict with the policy. I therefore attach limited weight to
the policy.
EQ3 – Historic Environment
5.106 Policy EQ3 (Historic Environment) of SSLP 2015 looks to deliver the conservation and, where
appropriate, the enhancement of heritage assets’ significance and important contribution to local
distinctiveness, character and sense of place. The significance of the asset will be safeguarded.
5.107 As indicated the evidence of Mr Smith identifies that the impact of the proposals engages
paragraph 196 of NPPF causing less than substantial harm which he identifies as minor on the
spectrum. Mr Smith also identifies that the proposal is not in conflict with Policy EQ3. Of
particular note is the policy is not consistent with NPPF and specifically for those reasons given
in paragraph 4.37 of Mr Smith’s evidence. Accordingly I attach limited weight to the policy. My
evidence weighs that minor harm identified, giving it substantial weight & significance.
Policy EQ4 – Biodiversity
5.108 All proposals for development would protect the biodiversity value of land, maximise
opportunities for restoration of natural habitats, incorporate beneficial biodiversity features where
appropriate, and protect and mitigate habitats and species. The landscape evidence addresses
this and demonstrates the potential for an increase in Bio Diversity Net Gain. This policy is
satisfied by the proposals and as explained, the proposal meets the bio diversity net gain
requirements.
Policy EQ5 – Green Infrastructure
5.109 Development proposals should provide open spaces, increase the district’s tree cover, ensure
all children and young people have reasonable access to recreation and leisure opportunities,
helping mitigate the consequences of climate change, enhance or maintain the character and
local distinctiveness of the landscape and contribute to and/or maintain local identity and sense
of place.
5.110 The Landscape Strategy (CD 10.03) and the Appeal DAS Addendum explain how the scheme
more than accords with this policy.
Overall Compliance with the Development Plan
5.111 Notwithstanding the position I have taken with regards to paragraph 11(d) and applying the tilted
balance, the policy section of my POE demonstrates that the appeal proposal is in any event in
general compliance with these policies which are most relevant for determining the appeal
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namely SS1, SS2, SS4 and SS5 in relation to housing, EQ2 and EQ3 in terms of landscape and
heritage and Policy SD1.
5.112 Notwithstanding the policies were adopted well before the publication of the 2019 Framework,
they have not been reviewed and so in accordance with paragraph 213 of NPPF I have
considered the degree of consistency of the policies with the NPPF and have attached such
weight to these policies as I consider appropriate. In so doing I have limited the weight I attach
where there is a degree of inconsistency with the Framework. I summarise this in the Planning
Balance with specific reference back to this section of my POE.
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6 The Local Plan Review – Preferred Options
6.1 The Local Plan web page has recently advised that the plan period is to be pushed back to 20202040 from 2016-2036. At the time of writing the POE there was no explanation as to why this was
the case. Where a Draft Plan Regulation 19 was expected about now, this has now been pushed
back to Spring 2022. The Council has not set a target date for the examination or adoption of the
Plan.
6.2 This is concerning in terms of the District’s ability to provide up to date strategic planning guidance
for its area and in particular to plan positively for housing reliant instead on its old existing plan the
policies for which are out of date and do not reflect best practice.
6.3 In short, this creates greater uncertainty in terms of planning for housing in South Somerset and
an over reliance on a plan’s spatial strategy that is not working. The existing plan will be 9/10 years
old from point of adoption by the time there is another one in place and it has been 15 years since
its inception. This cannot be seen as being reflective of more up to date government initiatives
and planning policy.
6.4 The LPA’s own evidence base to the Local Plan review recognises that the spatial strategy has not
delivered housing as anticipated. In particular, the Potential for Rural Settlements to be designated
Villages November 2018 Report CD 11.05, evidence to the Local Plan Review, recognises at 1.1
that ;
“housing has been delivered in the Rural Settlements far in excess of what the Local Plan
anticipated….Rather than continue with this somewhat arbitrary situation, the review of the Local
Plan offers the opportunity to look again at various smaller settlements ..”
6.5 At paragraph 2.3 the Report confirms that delivery is not taking place at the rates it was anticipated
in Primary and Local Market towns “whilst the rural settlements have provided nearly 21% of
completions since the beginning of the plan period.”
6.6 In the 6 years of monitoring information that is available since the adoption of the SSLP 2015,
SSDC did not have a positive five year housing land supply position. It is only following a reduced
annual requirement under Standard Methodology that the Council now consider that they do have
a five year supply.

Manor Farm Templecombe | Planning Proof of Evidence | APPR3325/W/20/3265558

Page 47

6.7 The adopted strategy has not been effective and the Council publicly recognised that in the Local
Plan Issues and Options document (2017) published just 2 years after the Local Plan was adopted.
Para 5.20 of Issues and Options states:
“It is important that the distribution of the additional growth going forward is carefully considered
and is focussed where it can be delivered. This is particularly important given that a number of the
14 settlements – where a target figure is specified – have not delivered their annualised housing
target thus far [11 years] into the Plan period”.
6.8 The Local Plan Review Preferred Options document proposes a revised strategy that has a
reduced focus on Yeovil (33%), and a greater focus on the market towns (from 32% to 40%), as
well as the recognition of the more sustainable ‘villages’ (8%) and the role they can play in
delivering plan-making objectives in rural areas, as well as contributing to the delivery of much
needed homes and affordable homes.
Emerging Policy SS1 - Settlement Strategy
6.9 Paragraph 5.19 of the plan also recognises that delivery at the rural settlements has delivered far
in excess of what the local plan envisaged.

Paragraph 5.20 recognises these are suitable

locations for growth and paragraph 5.21 confirms whilst they do not have identified development
areas growth is expected to take place adjacent to the existing settlement. To this extent
development on the appeal site would comply with this policy.
6.10 Para 5.38 identifies future housing distribution would need to be in accordance with SS1 and
whilst it still directs the majority to Yeovil and Market Towns paragraph 5.30 recognises the issue
in delivery at Yeovil historically. The amount of growth directed to Yeovil would be reduced from
47% to 33%. Figure 5.3 identifies the new apportionment. Of note is an increase from 14% for
rural settlements in the local plan to 19% in the emerging plan (includes 8% for Villages as well)
however this is still not enough to reflect the rates of delivery in these settlements or the rates at
which the LPA is reliant on them in contributing to their 5 year supply over the next 5 years.

6.11 There is also a planned increase in the level of apportionment to both Local Market towns and
Rural Centres and therefore part of the LPA’s current argument about Templecombe delivering
at levels similar to the tier of settlements above, whilst described above as an overly simplistic
and mathematical position to take, this should be seen in the context that these settlements will
be taking an increased share of the housing growth under the new plan in any event.
Emerging Policy SS2 – Delivering New Housing Growth
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6.12 Policy SS2 identifies levels of housing growth of 15,538. It is anticipated that these figures will
now need recalculating due to delays in plan progress and the extended plan period so is not a
robust basis for new assumptions.
6.13 The emerging plan seeks to identify a new tier of “Villages” to include Templecombe, under new
policy SS2 where unlike the current plan a specific level of growth would be directed to these.
This is a big shift from existing policy.
6.14 It signifies the LPA’s intent to allow more growth at this level to 2036 (now 2040). A new
requirement for the Village tier of 1314 (2016-2036) is proposed and there are 12 settlements.
The Policy does not further disaggregate this to any of the 12 villages. Unlike Rural Settlements
where new development will be assessed against criteria in Policy SS4 there is no similar policy
assessment for development in the proposed Villages.
6.15 Whilst the Appellant accepts limited weight can be applied to the policy it is clearly a direction of
policy travel being taken by the LPA. Whilst there are unresolved objections to the policy should
a new village tier be identified my POE has assessed the appeal proposal against SS4 below.
6.16 As this plan is now intended to run from 2020-2040 the average annual requirement figure for the
Villages (average 66 dpa/20 years) has been projected forward 4 years This would add another
264 dwellings to the current plan period requirement of 1314 which would mean a new
requirement of 1578 at the new Village tier for a period 2016-2040. This is approximately 132
dwellings per settlement if a specific apportionment was applied to each village. This would
however be number driven, systematic poor planning again due to the differentials in the villages
which is considerable as is their ability to accommodate different levels of growth. The most
sustainable strategy would be that the larger ones would take a higher proportion of this
requirement.
6.17 In terms of concern the LPA have about over delivering at Templecombe the Appellant
demonstrates below this is not actually the case against the new Village requirement either.
6.18 According to table 5.5 of the Local Plan Review as at 31 March 2018 there were 592 completions
and commitments in the 12 Villages leaving a residual requirement of 722. If the additional 264
homes is added to this the new residual requirement would be 986 to 2040. Of this 592 however
only 121 were actual completions at March 2018 and the vast majority 471 remained as
commitments. The Appellant has not assessed the likely delivery of these but it cannot be relied
upon that it will all become completions.
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6.19 As at 31st March 2020 Completions and Commitments data for these 12 Villages up to the end
of February 2021 was supplied by the LPA via email on the 25rd March 2021 (Appendix 10)
6.20 From this it can be seen that there have been a further 195 completions added to the 121 existing
completions at 31st March 2018 meaning only 316 completions to date in the 12 villages up to
February 2021. The Council’s data suggests there are a further 501 commitments identified as
at February 2021.
6.21 This would therefore mean a total of 817 commitments and completions at February 2021. Even
if all of the commitments became completions which is extremely unlikely, there would still be a
residual requirement of 497 dwellings on the current plan requirement 1314 or 761 if the extra 4
years roll forward were included to 2040.
6.22 There is identified housing requirements remaining at these settlements under the Local Plan
Review.
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7 Housing Supply
The NPPF 2019
7.1 Paragraph 59 recognizes the need not only for a sufficient amount of land but also that a “variety
of land can come forward where it is needed…..…and that land with permission is developed
without unnecessary delay.” This supports the Government’s objective of significantly boosting
the supply of homes.
7.2 Paragraph 60 of NPPF requires strategic policies to identify the “minimum” number of homes
needed informed by a local needs assessment.
7.3 Paragraph 67 of NPPF requires a supply of specific, deliverable sites to be identified for years one
to five with an appropriate buffer (footnote 32).
7.4 Paragraph 70 refers to the need for compelling evidence to support the inclusion of windfall sites.
The Council’s supply assumption assumes a figure of 20 dwellings per year.
7.5 Paragraph 73 requires the LPA to demonstrate annually a supply of specific deliverable sites
sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement
set out in adopted strategic policies or against their local housing need where the strategic policies
are more than five years old. The SSDC Plan became 5 years old in March 2020.
7.6 The current 5 year period identified by Council is the 2020/21 to 2024/25 period as set out in the 5
year Housing Land supply Paper November 2020. (CD 11.07)
7.7 NNPF Paragraph 73 requires that;
“Strategic policies should include a trajectory illustrating the expected rate of housing delivery over
the plan period, and all plans should consider whether it is appropriate to set out the anticipated
rate of development for specific sites. Local planning authorities should identify and update annually
a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years worth of housing
against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies (36), or against their local
housing need where the strategic policies are more than five years old (37).
7.8 The supply of specific deliverable sites should in addition include a buffer (moved forward from later
in the plan period) of:
a) 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land: or
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b) 10% where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
site through an annual position statement or recently adopted plan (38) , to account for any
fluctuations in the market during that year; or…
7.9 The Appellant’s SOC at paragraph 4.2 made clear that the LPA had misapplied paragraph 73 by
applying only 5% which is the wrong buffer. Furthermore there was no explanation from the LPA
as to whether and if so why the use of a 10% buffer is wrong, if that is and was their case in their
own statement.
7.10 Annex 2 Glossary to NPPF “Annual position statement” is clear that this is;
“a document setting out the 5 year housing land supply position on 1st April each year, prepared
by the local planning authority in consultation with developers and others who have an impact on
delivery.”
7.11 The very first paragraph of the November HLS 2020 Report makes it clear what the intent of the
document is stating “this report sets out the latest position on the 5 year housing land supply for
South Somerset, for the five year period from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025”.
7.12 NPPF Paragraph 74 directs that a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, with the
appropriate buffer,
“can be demonstrated where it has been established in a recently adopted plan, or in a
subsequent annual position statement which;
a) has been produced through engagement with developers and others who have an impact on
delivery, and been considered by the Secretary of State; and
b) incorporates the recommendation of the Secretary of State, where the position on specific sites
could not be agreed during the engagement process.”
7.13 Plainly the local plan is not “recently adopted”. The Council are therefore driven to seeking to
demonstrate they have a 5 year deliverable supply through an annual statement as they have
sought to do so over the last several years. Therefore as per Para 74(a) as they are seeking to
demonstrate this through an annual statement a 10% buffer is applicable.
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7.14 A 10% buffer has therefore been applied by the Appellant to the correct housing requirement as
demonstrated below. As evidenced by Three Dragons (CD 11.16) tthere is uncertainty around
the market in South Somerset and about rates of delivery. It is essential that the 10% buffer is
applied to help address market uncertainties and fluctuations and even more relevant to South
Somerset in light of the erratic nature of housing delivery.
SSDC Housing Requirement
7.15 The Council previously set out what it believed to be its housing requirement in Table 1 “Overview
of Component Parts of Five-year Housing Requirement” of their November 2020 report. This
incorrectly assumed a 5% buffer.
7.16 In January 2021, the Council published an addendum to the November Report (Appendix 11)
and a new Table 1 “Components of the Five-year Housing Requirement”. Following the
publication of the new Standard Methodology on the 16th December 2020 the LPA published the
implications of this on their annualised housing requirement which saw this fall slightly to 677
dpa.
7.17 Continuing to maintain their position that they have a projected deliverable 5 year supply of some
4373 new dwellings between 2020-2025 the LPA claimed that they had a 6.15 year supply as at
January 2021. Since then and following the publication on the 25th March 2021 of the latest 2020
Median affordability ratio the Council produced a further addendum March 2021 (Appendix 12)
in which it identified the increase in the basic annual housing requirement from 677 dpa to 690
dpa and in which it now purports to have a 6.03 year supply.
7.18 In response to the previous Inspector’s request at point 8 of the CMC note 15th March 2021, and
following the publication of the 2020 affordability ratio data, the Appellant has as requested
considered the implications of this below and established the minimum annual housing
requirement.
7.19 This increase to 690 dpa is a as result of the median affordability indicator having increased for
South Somerset. In real terms, this is an indication of the worsening of issues around affordability
and supply.
7.20 The Appellant’s calculations are therefore based on the latest published data 690 dpa applying
a 10% buffer. Notwithstanding this, and by way of a comparison on a without prejudice basis,
my evidence has also demonstrated this requirement applying a 5% buffer for completeness.
This results in the following.
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Five year Basic Housing Requirement at 10% Buffer
Annual Requirement (690 dpa x 5 Years)

= 3450 dwellings

3450 x 1.10

= 3795 dwellings

Minimum annual housing requirement 3795/ 5 years

= 759 dpa

Five year Basic Housing Requirement at 5% Buffer
Annual Requirement (690 dpa x 5 Years)

= 3450 dwellings

3450 x 1.05

= 3623 (rounded)

Minimum annual housing requirement 3623/5

= 725 (rounded)

7.21 My evidence acknowledges that the supply requirement in Paragraph 73 of NPPF only requires
the Council to be able to demonstrate a five year supply and that this obligation does not require
them to reach the annualised requirement each year as long as the total requirement is met at
the end of the 5 year period. My evidence however also demonstrates that the actual annual
figure is a critical benchmark against the overall end performance and the progress being made
toward this. It demonstrates that there is a significant task ahead for the Council, in either of the
scenarios above based on historic rates of delivery, as evidenced below.
Comparisons of Completions Data for SSDC and projections
7.22 The SSLP (2015) (CD 11.03) has a minimum housing requirement of 15,950 dwellings (725 dpa
over a 22 year period).
7.23 It can be seen in the Council’s own table of past completions in Appendix 9, Table 1 March 2021,
the under performance against the SSLP annual requirement was considerable. The 1418
dwellings not delivered represents real unmet need over the first 14 years of the plan and
evidence of the Council being unable to meet these annual rates. This raises grave concerns
about achieving the annualised levels in either of the above scenarios and therefore failing to
reach the overall 5 year requirement and raises very real concern about reaching their own
projections over the first years of the trajectory.
7.24 The various tables in Appendix 14 have been prepared by the Appellant based on the Council’s
published HLS data for 2015-2020, their AMRs and their completions data since 2006. They all
demonstrate overly optimistic future projections when assessed against historic completions at
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both a District and settlement level.

It is hoped that these have been agreed as matters of fact

with the LPA in the HLS SOCG before the commencement of the Inquiry.
7.25 The tables demonstrate the following;
7.26 Table 8.1 shows actual District wide completions 2006-2020 and also includes the 314 figure for
20/21 monitoring period (up to 28th February only) as provided by the Council (Appendix 16).
Table 8.1 also shows what the Council had projected they would deliver each year with data
taken from the last five published HLS Reports.
7.27 From this it can be seen that only twice previously in 14 years did SSDC ever deliver more than
725 dpa and only on 3 occasions in the same 14 year period did they ever deliver more than the
new annualised basic requirement of 690 dpa.
7.28 It can be seen from Table 8.1 as well that there are significant differences between the actual
completions for those years and the projections made by the Council for the equivalent years
which leads me to suspect that the historic data available to make the projections each year has
been limited or non existent and therefore that the current assumptions over the next 5 years
have taken little if any account of historic rates of completions.
7.29 Table 8.2 then illustrates past annual completion rates at the settlement level and again
compares these against the Council’s own projections for that particular settlement over the
same 5 year period. The comparison again demonstrates overly ambitious projections against
the reality of completions but again the varied nature of the projections year on year follows little
if any pattern nor is it reflective of what is actually going on on the ground.
7.30 Table 8.3 is a comparison of Completions and Projections specifically for Yeovil to illustrate the
point of delivery not being in accordance with projections year on year at the key settlement and
also at the 2 key sites of Brinsmore and Lufton.

This lack of delivery from some major sites

through the District and the reasons for this, is identified in the supply assumptions being made
in my evidence in Table 8.7 Appendix 15 and in Appendix 23.
7.31 Table 8.4 makes a direct comparison of the average annual completions at District and
settlement level against the Council’s projections for the District and settlements over the next 5
years. The final column identifies the variations between the past factual data against projected
5 YHLS. Of note is the following;
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7.32 There is a significant increase in the projected average annual completions rates from certain
settlements in particular Ilchester, Castle Cary and Martock to name a few.
7.33 Curiously the projections around delivery in the key town of Yeovil reduces which appears odd
on the basis it is heavily relied upon.
7.34 My evidence below in Table 8.6 contains more realistic assumptions around delivery over the
next 5 years.
7.35 Turning to the most recent projections in the November 2020 5 year was HLS Report it can be
seen that between 1st April 2020 and 31st March 2021, the Council anticipated delivery of 859
dwellings. Only on one previous occasion 2010/2011 (984) in the last 14 years did the Council
ever achieve more completions than this.
7.36 This is also a projection in the year that 3 national lockdowns have occurred and during a period
when the UK housing market is experiencing considerable uncertainty around the economy. The
Council claim to have accounted for Covid-19 in their 5YHLS but this is not very evident on these
figures which are still way above the average annual completions rate of 624 since 2006.
7.37 Furthermore, data provided by the LPA for completions for the period 1st April 2020 to end of
February 2021 (Appendix 16), demonstrates that there have only been 314 completions this year,
falling well short of the projected target.
7.38 Far more optimistic is that between 1st April 2021 and 31st March 2022, the Council then anticipate
delivery of some 1,576 dwellings. This is more than 2½ times the average completions rate since
2006. There is no evidence or justification for such a high delivery rate and this serves to give
further credence to the Three Dragons conclusion that “the Council are overestimating the supply
of homes” 8. It also shows that despite that advice the Council have not tempered their
projections.
7.39 Over the current 5 year period an average annual delivery rate of 874 dwellings a year is
anticipated in the November 2020 Report.

The anticipated increase in the average is a

considerable increase on the 14 year average of 624 dpa (874-624) of an additional 250 dpa
each year for 5 years. This truly is a “step change”.
Annual Shortfall 2020/2021
8

Paragraph 4.14 of Accelerating delivery of housing in South Somerset (June 2020) CD xxx
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7.40 The data provided by the LPA for the current year 2020/21 shows that the LPA had only achieved
314 completions between 1/4/2020 and 28th February 2021. My evidence nevertheless uses the
314 dpa figure as the completions figure for 2020/21 year.
7.41 Whilst the Appellant appreciates this is not a full year of data it is clearly testimony to what has
been a difficult year for housing supply in South Somerset. The impacts of the pandemic, lock
down and phosphates has been underestimated in the LPA’s trajectory. Appendix 20 contains
data from MHCLG and Homes England which identifies the reduction in completions data
attributable to Covid-19.
7.42 What this demonstrates is that during the first year the Council have already under delivered by
445 dwellings on the new 759 dpa requirement and by 545 below their own projections of 859
for that year.
7.43 Whist my evidence confirms above that the requirement in NPPF is a 5 year requirement this first
year shortfall is significant and symbolic and impacts adversely on the ability to achieve the
overall 5 year target by compounding pressure on the remaining years. This impacts negatively
by reducing affordable housing provision as well. Spread across the remaining 4 years of the
current monitoring period this would mean an additional 111 dpa on top of the 759 were required
each year to make this up (rounded).

7.44 The annual requirement in this scenario still applying the 10% buffer would be some 870 dpa.
Historic actual completion rates have only ever exceeded this once before in the last 14 years.
Accelerating Delivery of Housing in South Somerset Draft v3 June 2020 – Three Dragons Report
(CD 11.16)
7.45 South Somerset recognising their historic failures and the magnitude of the task ahead of them,
commissioned 3 Dragons to undertake “a study whose output is a robust set of recommendations
to help accelerate housing delivery across the district” (CD 11.16)
7.46 The commissioning of the Report was “set out as a priority project for 2019/20 in the Council’s
Plan” and as a result of the Council being “concerned about the barriers to delivery of housing of
all tenures to meet these targets [referring to Local Plan targets] and provide for the future housing
needs of South Somerset”. 9

9

Paragraph 1.1 of Accelerating delivery of housing in South Somerset (June 2020) CD xxx
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7.47 Paragraph 2 of the Executive Summary confirms “The study has confirmed that the delivery of
housing in South Somerset has fallen behind local plan targets and that current levels of
housebuilding are a reflection of a general trend (my emphasis) rather than a recent down turn.”
7.48 Persistent under delivery is very much a trend with SSDC in one of the most buoyant housing
markets over the last 10 years the trend is downwards and assessed over a long period by Three
Dragons.
7.49 Paragraph 3 recognises delivery relies on a small number of key sites “and when these slow
down or stall, there can be a problem…” this suggests intervention of public funding is needed.
It says the Council have been successful in securing Homes England money however there is
no evidence of this or direct intervention as a significant boost to housing supply coming in the
next few years.
7.50 Paragraph 8 of the Exec summary confirms this “in terms of supporting current development
schemes where there are viability concerns, we recognize that there is limited (grant or loan) (my
emphasis) funding available for this, either directly from the Council or through other public
agencies – mainly Homes England.
7.51 In summary, the report makes the following points:
o

The Council is concerned that housing sites in general are not built out as quickly as they
should be and that there is an associated and widening affordability gap.

o

The study states that the evidence bears out these concerns with past housing supply
lagging well behind Local Plan targets. There is evidence that completion rates may
actually be slowing down with a higher average rate of completions in 2014-2017 than in
2017-2019.

o

10

The Somerset Housing Strategy (2018) sets out the context for development in Somerset
stating that Somerset does not have enough homes of all tenures and that there is a
growing affordability gap with a growing private rented sector that is getting more difficult
to afford.

7.52 The Adopted and emerging Local Plan are the key policy documents to guide both the amount
and location of new delivery in the district. “The emerging Local Plan contains or is likely to contain
10

Paragraph 1.6 of Accelerating delivery of housing in South Somerset (June 2020) CD 11.16
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a number of new policies that, with all other things being equal, will likely weaken the viability of
development”. 11
o

Three Dragons highlights that in their historic annual 5YHLS statements “the Council are
overestimating the supply of homes” 12. Data below in Table 4.3a from 2012/13 to
2018/19 is used to illustrate that completions have averaged only 606 units per annum.

7.53 Actual and predicted (from historic 5YHLS statements) approvals over the last 5 years have also
been analysed. The study highlights;
o

The average rate of approvals was 1,148 units per annum.

o

On average only 52% of approvals are completed each year.

o

Around 78% of predicted approvals over a 5-year period translate into actual completions

o

To meet a requirement of 725 units per annum (old local plan annualised target) approvals
need to be at a level of about 1,394 units per annum (to allow for a drop-out rate of c.48%).

o

There are sufficient permissions being granted but they are not being turned into
completions within a 5-year period – an increased ‘translation’ rate is required 13.

7.54 Three Dragons also identifies that SSDC are not a major landowner. This means they are unlikely
to be able to set up a new housing company or form JV’s with providers as a lot of Councils are
doing.

Paragraph 3.13 of Accelerating delivery of housing in South Somerset (June 2020) CD 11.16
Paragraph 4.14 of Accelerating delivery of housing in South Somerset (June 2020) CD 11.16
13
Paragraph 4.16-4.17 of Accelerating delivery of housing in South Somerset (June 2020) CD xxx
11
12
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7.55 Three Dragons also recognises as an issue on supply that a significant amount of the housing
land in South Somerset and Yeovil in particular is owned by a limited number of parties.
7.56 In Table 8. 5 of my evidence (Appendix 14) I illustrate this point by looking at the “Distribution and
Quantum of Land Ownership for Large Sites 150+ in SSDC 5 year HLS Statement 2020” . What
this shows is that of the 7935 dwellings identified as potential from those sites identified in the
LPA’s HLS table, 4144 are under the control of only 3 parties (52%). Three Dragons at paragraph
5.20 recognises that “the concentration of land control leaves housing delivery vulnerable to the
business models of a limited number of organisations.” Almost two thirds of the 4500 dwellings
in Yeovil are controlled by only 2 organisations.
Yeovil and Key Sites
7.57 A fundamental part of the adopted settlement strategy and the emerging strategy is an over
reliance on Yeovil to deliver the housing needed for the District. This strategy is not without risk.
Further distilling the strategy it is evident that this relies on a relatively small number of large sites.
As can be seen from Table 4.2 of the 3 Dragons Report “Residential Completions and
Commitments” on page 16 taken from the 2019 AMR data Table 22, Yeovil has under delivered
by some 3013 homes against its Local Plan target since 2006. Similarly, Chard has under
delivered by 678 homes.

Manor Farm Templecombe | Planning Proof of Evidence | APPR3325/W/20/3265558

Page 60

7.58 Table 8.3 in Appendix 14 demonstrates the annual delivery at Yeovil since 2006 and measures
its performance against the last 5 years of projections since 2015. From this it can be seen that
delivery rates have fluctuated significantly above and below the 14 year average and for the
19/20 period significantly below the 310 projected (-185).

Similarly, for the 20/21 period data

supplied by the Council suggests only 50 dwellings were completed for Yeovil which is 204 below
the LPA’s own 2020 projection.
7.59 Turning to the performance of the two key sites in Yeovil in Table 8.3 what is apparent is that the
range of projections for both sites since 2015/2016 by the Council varies significantly year on
year but also against actual levels of completions. When completions data is considered the 5
year average is only 33 dpa at Brimsmore considerably less than the projected 80 dpa for the
remaining 4 years. Completions data for the 20/21 period supplied by the Council suggests only
5 dwellings were actually completed against a projection of 40.
7.60 Similarly for Lufton actual completions have averaged 60 dpa over the last 5 years however this
is more than the 40 actually completed for 20/21 which in turn is a lot more than the 12 the Council
projected for that year but considerably less than the 100 dpa they forecast for the next two years.
7.61 Three Dragons also identifies that there may well be viability issues associated with some of the
large urban extension sites at Yeovil as well as there have been reports around insufficient power
supply to support new development around the town. Key sites in Yeovil cannot be relied upon
as much as they are suggesting. Evidence in Appendix 23 provides further opinion on these and
other large sites.
7.62 In respect of both Chard and Crewkerne Three Dragons identifies the uncertainty and concerns
around key road infrastructure happening causing delay and greater uncertainty.
7.63 Whilst it is the Council’s obligation to demonstrate their delivery assumptions are robust my
evidence in Appendix 23 looks specifically at many of the large sites identified as delivering in
the Council’s trajectory, identifying what I believe to be uncertainty around some of the timings
and rates of delivery from these. The adjustments I have subsequently made to the delivery rates
from these and other sites are identified in my evidence in Table 8.7 (Appendix 15)
7.64 The table at 8.5 in Appendix 14 “Distribution and Quantum of Landownership for Large site 150+”
identifies that significant control (over 50%) of the housing supply chain in the control of 3 parties.
The Pie Chart at Table 8.9 also in Appendix 14 “Distribution of Housing Stock throughout the
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District” graphically shows the over reliance on Yeovil in terms of meeting the supply
requirements but also the reliance on a limited number of delivery partners.
7.65 Paragraph 4.20 of Three Dragons confirms that the market in places like Yeovil, Chard,
Crewkerne and Castle Cary amongst others has not been delivering. At paragraph 5.11 it also
recognises that the locations where most development is planned have the highest infrastructure
costs per dwelling noting that this impacts on viability of schemes in Crewkerne, Chard and Yeovil
because of relatively lower values.
7.66 The changeable forecasting year on year by the Council in their site projections, not just for the
two key sites for Yeovil, undermines the robustness of the assumptions. There is a reliance on
past data to compile their 5 year housing land supply position. This is not robust as discussed
below. The following observations from Three Dragons about this data and its usefulness are
also of note; Three Dragons suggests that when completing a ‘large site survey’ report for the
District Council’s monitoring purposes, “developers are sometimes more optimistic than the
actual outcome” 14.
7.67 It identifies there is a “disconnect in the numbers of dwellings predicted to be completed and
achieved” as housebuilders and LPA’s will often ‘talk-up’ delivery as it is in their interest to present
a favourable picture to investors and often the Council. The Council need to recognise that the
market can only absorb so much development and the key to maintaining supply is not necessarily
the number of permissions but also the type and the range” 15.
7.68 The Council’s assumptions for 2020-2025 are not robust and post date the June 2020 advice
from Three Dragons. The information provided through the Large Site Survey work (LSS)
(Appendix 13) is limited as is the level of returns. The over reliance on previous years data rolled
forward is questioned by Three Dragons.

The last evidence of any more comprehensive

assessment was the 2018 HEELA. The extent to which the information returned can be relied
upon is as evidenced in Three Dragons is questionable as indicated below.
7.69 Paragraph 4.23 makes clear reference for the need for “a track back” assessment to be carried
out that assesses what developers said against what actually happened. And that “this would
help to provide more accurate forecasts going forward…” The Council have not done this.

14
15

Paragraph 4.23 of Accelerating delivery of housing in South Somerset (June 2020)
Paragraph 4.44 of Accelerating delivery of housing in South Somerset (June 2020)
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7.70 The Appellant, like Three Dragons, questions the robustness of the engagement process to arrive
at the 5 year position. The November 2020 Annual Position Statement contains an overly
simplistic analysis which is over reliant on historic unchecked data from previous large site
surveys. In addition, the data gathering only relates to large sites, of which there are not many,
which in an area heavily reliant on small site delivery is a fundamental issue.
7.71 As evidenced by Three Dragons the assumptions around this source of supply from small sites
is not robust particularly in some of the larger settlements. SSDC have not data
checked/cleansed these assumptions as recommended.
7.72 The assumptions being made by the LPA in their 5 year supply table for delivery from the Rest of
the District (ROD) in 2021/22 period in particular, is over inflated and has been generously
adjusted by the Appellant to reflect a more realistic past peak delivery of 195 dpa as well as
reflecting the 14 year average of 138 dpa. Table 8.6 below identifies the implications of both
approaches on the 5 year position.
7.73 Reviewing the LSS for 2020 that informed the 2020 APS (Appendix 13) it is apparent that only 96
forms were issued of which only 19 were returned – a response rate of only 19.8%. Where no
form was returned this also equated to 19.8% of the 98 forms issued.
7.74 From this poor level of response it can be concluded the LSS cannot be relied upon to accurately
forecast future supply because the majority of LSS responses for 2020 relied upon the Council’s
fall back approach to assessing delivery based upon an earlier years’ LSS, assuming of course
one was supplied, and if not a reversion back to the previous year.
7.75 From the ‘2020 Method of Response’ as tabulated in the LSS it can be seen that where there was
no returned form – SSDC has drawn upon telephone calls and emails with agents, developers
and also sales office calls and site visit arrangements. Details of those responses are not
presented nor is there clarity as to whether the same level of LSS questions are asked or merely
a question regarding planned yearly delivery. It is questionable as to whether the sales office
would have access to forecast growth over years – particularly where there is wider site phasing
and plot releases. The absence of further details regarding these telephone and email
exchanges; and dates and details of site visits does further undermine the reliability of the data
and confidence in the 5YHLS figures – particularly relevant to the larger sites where significant
completions numbers are presented for 2021 and subsequent years.
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7.76 Concerns over the robustness of the source information for supply forecasting is compounded
by the Three Dragons’ observations at paragraph 4.44 where key shortcomings to undertaking
surveys such as the LSS are identified. They also recognize a ‘disconnect in the numbers of
dwellings predicted to be completed and achieved’.
7.77 Paragraph 4.13 of their report refers to Table 4.3a Annual approvals and delivery. This shows
the relationship between permissions granted and actual completions but also the projections
for the 5 year HLS since 2015/2016. The predicted supply of homes each year, and the average
at 899 dpa for the 2020-2025 period is an overestimation in the face of annual average
completions being significantly lower at 606 p/a.

7.78 It is also clear from the 5 Year HLS schedule in the November 2020 Report Appendix 1 (CD 11.07)
that set against the overall number of sites presented, there are a disproportionately small
number of large sites forecast to deliver new homes.
Actions for Accelerating Housing Delivery in South Somerset
7.79 These are identified in the Council Plan 2020-2024 (Appendix 22) Priority Project 3 “To develop
proposals to accelerate the delivery of key housing sites and associated infrastructure”
7.80 This provides key milestones and outcomes for 2021/22. We are already a long way into this
period so it easy to measure the poor performance against these.
7.81 The LPA is constrained by not being a major land owner itself and therefore unable to become
an effective delivery vehicle. Instead, it is reliant on other initiatives and compliance by the private
sector to boost the supply of housing. They recognise little public funding is available. It is not
clear whether any plans to intervene directly in infrastructure provision, whilst welcomed, are
concrete.
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7.82 The vast majority of land is controlled by very few parties as evidenced. The position on land
supply is constrained.

The market in key towns and Yeovil in particular, is not as buoyant as

other locations. This is evidenced by under achieving targets at these locations historically.
Homes England have not announced any significant intervention measures that might assist in
boosting the supply.

History shows the poor performance of large sites and key settlements

under delivering.
7.83 The LPA intend to produce an Action Plan based on recommendations of the 3 Dragons Report
“Initiate a plan to intervene on and increase delivery of housing and infrastructure of strategic sites
in Yeovil and the primary market towns.” However, no further clarity on what is intended here or
the timing of such intervention is provided.
7.84 By their own admission SSDC realise a key milestone is “to progress the next iteration of the local
plan review to provide greater certainty on future housing growth.” This is clearly not now going
to happen.
Determining the Correct Deliverable Supply
7.85 The Council claim to have a deliverable supply of 4,368 dwellings between 1st April 2020 and
31st March 2025 as identified in Appendix 1 – List of Housing Supply Sites to the November 2020
HLS Report (CD 11.07)
7.86 Table 8.7 (Appendix 15) is the Appellant’s alternative 5 year supply table. It takes the Council’s
own 5 year HLS table and overlays the Appellant’s assumptions on delivery into this with
insertions identified in orange. The commentary made about various sites is then recorded in an
amended description/rational column along with the alternative completions figures in the various
years 2020/21 to 2024/25. The outcome of this is summarised at the end of the Table recording
a more realistic 5 year supply. This identifies a more accurate anticipated level of supply for the
same period of 3231 applying 195 dpa as an average for the ROD and 3003 when the 138
average dpa figure for the ROD is used. (NB: Both scenarios use the 314 completion figure for
20/21).
7.87 When a non implementation rate is applied of 11% (explained below) to both scenarios it can be
seen in Table 8.7 (Appendix 15) that a more realistic supply figure is either 2876 or (2673 if the
lower ROD average figure is used). Adding back in 100 dwelling windfall allowance and care
home contribution at 50% (62 dwellings) to both scenarios gives a total supply figure of either
3038 or 2835.
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The 5 Year HLS Position
7.88 My evidence then assesses these totals l against what I believe to be the more realistic basic
annual requirement of 759 dpa to arrive at a 5 year HLS figure of 3038/759 = 4.00 years of supply
or 2835/759 = 3.73 years of supply against the lower figure.
7.89 To complete the exercise, and without prejudice to my position on the buffer, applying the lower
basic annual requirement of 725 dpa would result in 3038/725 = 4.19 years supply or 2835/725
= 3.91 years supply.
7.90 In short the key differences between the parties in assessing the total supply are;
o

An overly optimistic assumption about delivery from certain key large sites with no trend
based averages to substantiate this and no reasons given for accelerated delivery rates
from these;

o

inflated delivery from sites in the ROD in 2021/2022 when assessed against average rates
of delivery from here of 138 dpa and peak delivery of 195 dpa, the average being more
robust, over a longer period of time

o

general inaccuracies and elements of double counting

o

reliance on small sites with historic permissions

o

No proper recognition of the impacts of both Phosphates and Covid 19

o

An arbitrarily low non implementation rate

7.91 In addition, my evidence does not account for any further reductions that may well have occurred
had the Council done what Three Dragons recommended on data cleansing or review of small
sites.
7.92 Of concern is that the delivery strategy is propped up by just a few large key sites in locations
susceptible to market fluctuations as recognised by Three Dragons.
7.93 The LPA’s assumptions around supply from these key sites is based on an overly optimistic view.
Worryingly, it appears arbitrarily to ignore past years data on some sites but instead simply rolls
forward the same assumptions or wildly different assumptions based on no historic records of
these levels of delivery when assessed against actual completions. The two examples identified
in Table 8.3 in Appendix 14 demonstrate this point at Yeovil for the two keys sites.
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7.94 As well as carrying out an audit of the Council’s supply for the 2020-2025 period my evidence
provides brief observations against possible completions from large sites (150+) currently in the
2025/2030 period as to what realistically they may deliver during the 2025/2026 monitoring year.
This has been done to demonstrate that the situation is unlikely to get better during the new 5
year monitoring period and those large sites identified cannot be relied on to deliver housing in
that 25/26 year.
7.95 In summary, the Council’s present assessment is overly reliant on old and “rolled forward data”,
lack of comprehensive and up to date detailed responses to the LSS, lack of any proper
engagement with the delivery partners and any evidence of this that one might expect from say
a HEELA panel assessment, a large proportion of small sites (circa 26% of the supply) and an
overly optimistic view about delivery from certain key sites and the ROD when assessed against
past delivery rates.
7.96 The first three years of the Council’s projected delivery rates are significantly higher than any
historical average rates. In the absence of any clear and real strategies to boost supply there
appears to be no concrete suggestions to facilitate the “step change”.
Local Planning Authority’s Methodology to identifying supply
7.97 The methodology behind the Council’s approach is set out in the 2020 November Report. My
evidence records the following observations:
Rest of District (ROD)
7.98 There is an overly ambitious forecast generally through the five years across all settlements but
particularly for the 2021/22 period. There is a spike to 495 dpa in the (ROD) for this year. My
evidence has applied a generous approach in its own trajectory of 195 dpa over the remaining 4
years from this category. This is based on the highest figure ever achieved in 2019/2020. It has
never exceeded this amount on any other occasion in the last 14 years. My evidence has also
used the 14 year average at 138 dpa in the alternative calculation. There is no logic to now
assume 495 dpa in this one year then falling back to more realistic trend based levels for the
remaining period. Table 8.6 below is a summary of my overall assumptions against the Council’s.
It identifies what the total supply figure would be if the lower annual average figure was
considered more relevant to apply by the Inspector effectively reducing the supply figure by a
further 228 dwellings.
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Supply from Care Homes
7.99 Whilst the actual conversion factor is not at issue or the 123 equivalent homes the issue is that
this is expressed as “Total Housing Delivery” for the period 2020-2036 however, in the Council’s
calculation the whole 123 homes dwellings are assumed as being delivered in the first 5 year
period. This and the fact that the sector may well experience constrained interest as a result of
Covid19 uncertainty means that it is reasonable to reduce the assumption to 50% of the 123 in
the first 5 years (62 homes) with the residual coming in the latter phases.
Non Implementation Factor
7.100 The 5% non-implementation discount being applied is arbitrary, without sufficient justification
nor is it based on any past rates. The implications of this and justification for a more credible
figure is evidenced below.
Outline permissions for major development
7.101 With regards to Covid-19, it is stated at para 4.3 that “the Council has taken a robust approach
calculating the Five Year Housing Land Supply and delivery trajectories, in the knowledge that
these may have been affected by restrictions associated with the Covid-19 pandemic” 16.
However, not one of the 2020 detailed site assessment’s updated description/rationale
mentions Covid-19, therefore this “robust” approach is questioned.
7.102 Data in Appendix 20 from MHCLG and Homes England identifies the real impacts of Covid 19
and its impact on completions at a national level.
7.103 The assumptions being made on outline permissions for major development is also
questioned. Carrying forward feedback from the previous year’s (2019) survey and beyond is
not robust as previously discussed, particularly in light of the Three Dragons report which cites
developers’ overly optimistic projections. Many of the permissions are old and the question
must surely be about how likely are these to come forward and indeed why have they not come
forward in a buoyant housing market.
7.104 The Council’s assumptions and approach to each individual site is not transparent nor does it
appear to look at these sites in anywhere near as much detail as the 2018 HEELA work did
before forming a view, particularly concerning given that there are only a small number of sites
in this category. It can be seen from the large Site Survey 2020 that the level of returns was
very low at 19%.

The concern therefore is an over reliance on rolling forward previous

responses, rather than a proper track back of evidence.
16

SSDC Five-Year Housing Land Supply Paper (November 2020)
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Phosphates
7.105 Natural England have advised that in light of the unfavourable condition of the Somerset Levels
and Moors Ramsar Site, before determining a planning application that may give rise to
additional phosphates within the catchment, competent authorities should undertake a
Habitats Regulations Assessment proceeding to an appropriate assessment where a likely
significant effect cannot be ruled out, even where the development contains pollution mitigation
provisions.
7.106 This situation is having a significant impact on housing delivery in Somerset with approximately
11,000 homes stuck in the pipeline. The appeal site is not caught by this as evidenced in the
response from NE (Appendix 18).
7.107 The LPA suggest a “cautious approach has been taken due to recent advice from NE regarding
the Somerset levels and Moors SPA/Ramsar Site”. The text is applied to only 8 sites however in
the 2020 detailed site assessment’s updated description/rationale. When the map at Appendix
17 is considered it is obvious that the impact of this issue relates to circa 80% of the District.
To apply this rational therefore to only 8 sites is fundamentally wrong and certainly not evidence
of a cautious approach. This completely fails to address the significance of this issue in
reducing and delaying supply and reiterates the importance of allowing the appeal scheme.
There remains a considerable uncertainty around the matter and indeed around the ability to
rely on these permissions coming forward any time soon or possibly at all.
7.108 My evidence has taken a reasonable approach as set out below in which I assess what the
implications may be on the timing of delivery for sites affected by phosphates.
7.109 From the Council’s web page and press release dated 26 February 2021 on the matter it is
obvious both of the extent of the problem and how far away they are from agreeing solutions.
From the legal advice received by the Council on the matter it appears to be the case that the
obligations on Appropriate Assessment by Natural England apply equally to all applications be
that for outline permission, approval of subsequent RM’s but also for the discharge of any
relevant conditions that may have an impact. This means that many more sites are caught by
this obligation including or rely on the discharge of conditions before being able to implement.
7.110 Whilst the publication of the phosphate calculator is a step forward and will provide valuable
information to applicants, the local authorities acknowledge that this is only a first step and
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further research and guidance is needed. It has not resulted in the issuing of any permissions
or RMAs, however.
7.111 The leaders of Somerset West and Taunton, Sedgemoor, Mendip and South Somerset Councils
recently sent a joint letter to the Government warning that the requirement would adversely
impact housing delivery in Somerset and the ability to meet national housing targets; calling for
them to find a national solution to the issue which is affecting many areas in the country, not
just Somerset.
7.112 Appendix 19 contains a letter from the HBF to Somerset Councils expressing concerns over
the delays.

The HBF express concerns over the timetable for offsetting solutions and when

these might be available and also about the range of the solutions available. Cleary any
solutions will then need to go through a formal sign off process of some sort and may well
require planning permission(s).
7.113 The HBF letter states “we understand the timetable for delivery of this strategic scheme is the
autumn. This means that many housing and other development schemes will not be able to
progress until this strategic scheme has been agreed.” Obviously this in turn suggests further
delays and uncertainties.
7.114 Natural England will require mitigation secured before a grant of permission. The obligation
also requires the competent authority to carry out HRA which will add further delays. If this
cannot satisfy the AA test and suitable mitigation cannot be secured then permissions
(including RMs and condition discharges) will be delayed or become unimplementable.
7.115 The Appellant has therefore taken a sensible approach to the impact of this on its own
trajectory. It is reasonable that if the Autumn 2021 as suggested in the HBF letter is the date
by which a strategic solution may become available that this may well slip. Rather than simply
suggest that none of the sites should be included in the 5 year supply as they cannot guarantee
they can address this issue, albeit some will not be able to find a solution either financially or
because they control insufficient land, my evidence reasonably anticipates what the delays and
uncertainties around this might mean.
7.116 I am of the view therefore that the Council is unable to determine ALL pending applications
which have a potential impact until such time as a solution is found, assessed and then agreed
with Natural England. This would also include all small sites in the current trajectory where
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permission is pending or where lawful commencement of development is reliant on the
discharge of a condition such as a drainage strategy. It is not just large sites affected.
7.117 Large active sites where subsequent phases need RM approvals or condition discharges are
also caught by this. Just because one part of a site is operational does not mean that the
relevant permissions are free of this.
7.118 This is a considerably lengthy process therefore we do not think the LPA are in position to
determine any RMs, outline, or condition applications positively before at the very least April
2022 for the reasons set out below.
7.119 The consequences of this in terms of pushing starts and completions back in the trajectory are
shown in my trajectory (Appendix 14 Table 8.7) but as indicated previously this is only in relation
to larger sites and no adjustment has been made for small sites.
7.120 This has an impact on pushing assumed supply out of the current 5 year period. The Council’s
trajectory cannot therefore be relied upon as it does not account properly for the impact of the
phosphates issue.
Impacts of Covid on Implementation and Supply
7.121 Paragraph

4.45

of

the

Three

Dragons

Report

references

the

recent

appeal

(APP/X0360/W/19/3238048) Land North of Nine Mile Ride, Berkshire. This considered the
potential impact in terms of land supply and delivery. The appellant in that case concluded that
the effects would be felt for a 3 to 6 month period, which is half a year of supply. In this particular
appeal however only 3% of the supply was then actually taken out to calculate the 5YHLS to
account for Covid19. The appeal sat in February 2020 when the real impacts of Covid 19 and
lockdowns could not possibly have been known or predicted.
7.122 The Housing delivery Test 2020 Measurement Technical Note January 2021 (Appendix 21)
suggests that;
“for the 2020 measurement there is a reduction in the period for measuring total homes required
…... an 11 month period has been used for the 2019/20 monitoring year. This is to account for
the disruption to housing delivery and monitoring caused by restrictions announced on the 23
March 2020, in response to the Covid pandemic.”
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7.123 This is recognition that delivery has been affected by the pandemic and a relaxation therefore
of the obligation on LPAs. This would equate to approximately an 8.4% reduction in homes
required for the 2019/20 period. The implications of Covid 19 now would be far more apparent
than they were in the Berkshire appeal.
7.124 The implications of Covid on the housing supply for the 2020/21 monitoring period has been
significant and is likely to have contributed to the significant level of under delivery for 2020/21
period in South Somerset (314) (Appendix 16). This is about half of what the annual average
has been for 14 years. I consider this impact should also be assumed for the 2021/22 delivery
period to be robust which will also be affected.
7.125 Like the phosphates matter, the Appellant has taken a pragmatic view on the impacts for the
2020/21 and 2021/22 periods and assumes there will be a bounce back but the implications of
this will not be seen until the 2022/23 monitoring period. Trading will be difficult until then as a
result of ongoing supply sided issues from lockdown and labour/supplies availability and before
any implications of increased levels of unemployment following suspension of government
intervention are truly known which may also slow sales, mortgage availability and therefore
completions.
7.126 Based on the CLG one month reduction on housing requirement I believe that as this is an
acknowledgement of a slow down in supply it is therefore reasonable to assume an additional
8% reduction in completions as well (rounded down from actual figure of 11/12th ) is sensible
across the two monitoring years 2020/21 and 21/22. This is not however applied to the
remaining three years of the 5 year period.
7.127 To support this Appendix 20 contains data form MHCLG “Indicators of New supply” January to
June 2020 published September 2020. This UK Gov data shows there was a 62% decrease in
the number of dwellings completed between April to June 2020 from the previous quarter JanMarch 2020 before the implications of lock down really became apparent.
7.128 The Homes England Housing National Statistics 1st April 2020-30 September 2020 published
8th December 2020 (Appendix 20) identifies that the level of completions on HE assisted sites
through programmes delivered by HE were the lowest since 2015-2016. It recognises this was
a slow down as a result of Covid19.
7.129 Whilst the LPA suggest in their November 2020 Report at para 4.3 that they have “taken a robust
approach calculating the 5yr housing land supply and trajectories, in the knowledge that these
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may have been affected by restrictions associated with the Covid 19 pandemic” there is no real
evidence of what this actually means.

Student Accommodation
7.130 A ratio should be applied to NHS student and key worker accommodation.

Student

accommodation does not equal 1 for 1 units, as set out in paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 68034-20190722 of the NPPG.
7.131 The trajectory at Goldcroft, Yeovil 18/02462/FUL for 66 apartments for NHS students and key
workers where delivery is assumed in 20-21 should therefore only be 44 units when the factor
is applied and not 66.
Non implementation figure
7.132 The robustness of a 5% non-implementation rate is questioned. This figure is based on an
arbitrary uplift from 2.3% identified from an analysis of approvals between April 2019 and May
2020 only (note these are not time frames defined in any Annual Monitoring Report, or 5YHLS)
see para 5.1 of the November 2020 Report.
7.133 The LPA’s assessment is only over a 1 year period having apparently never assessed it
previously and also relates only to those permissions that have expired or applications that
have been withdrawn. This is overly simplistic and does not account for permissions not
implemented for a host of other reasons e.g. viability, market etc. There appears to be no
evidence of past non implementation rates in any of the previous 4 HLS Reports produced by
South Somerset.
7.134 The Three Dragons report however analysed data over the last 5 years and therefore is
statistically more reliable. This reported that only around 78% of predicted approvals over that
5-year period actually translated into completions. This is a much higher level of actual
evidenced non-implementation of permissions of 22%. On this basis alone the discount for
non-implementation in years 1-5 should be higher than the 5% applied by the Council. This is
based on past factual performance rather than predicted impacts from Covid and Phosphates.
7.135 In terms of establishing a reasonable non implementation rate the following is considered to
represent a useful range of indicators.
o

At the lower end 5% LPA rate plus 3% for Covid as per Berkshire appeal case = 8% pa
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o

At the upper end 3% Covid as per Berkshire plus 22% Three Dragons rate = 25%

o

8.4% HDT reference plus 5% Council’s own rate = 13.% (rounded) for 2019/20 and
2021/22 periods and thereafter 10% for remaining 3 years = 11% average across the 5
years.

7.136 I believe 11% to be a conservative and so eminently reasonable rate to apply which is actually
a mid point of the Three Dragons observation.
The Appellant’s Alternative Assessment of Council’s Supply
7.137 The Council’s 5 Year HLS position as at November 2020 has been reviewed. Errors made by
the Council have been rectified. A track-back, as recommended by 3 Dragons, has been
carried out that compares previous large site assumptions against actual completion data.
7.138 Table 8.7 in Appendix 15 includes the review of the 5HYLS identifying those sites in ”orange”
where I have made adjustments along with accompanying commentary.
7.139 Table 8.6 below summarises my position against the Council’s position.
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The 5 year HLS Position
7.140 The Council claim to have a deliverable supply of 4,368 dwellings between 1st April 2020 and
31st March 2025 as identified in Appendix 1 – List of Housing Supply Sites to the November
2020 HLS Report (CD 11.07).
7.141 My evidence from Table 8.7 (Appendix 15) and the summary of this above in Table 8.6 shows
that a more realistic figure is either 3231 or 3003 depending on which figure is applied for the
ROD category.
7.142 Applying an 11% non implementation rate to these totals and adding in windfalls of 100

dwellings and care homes provision at 62 gives a total supply figure of either 3038 or 2835.
The 5 Year HLS Position
7.143 My evidence then assesses these totals against basic annual requirement of 759 dpa and 725
dpa to arrive at a 5 year HLS figure of 3038/759 = 4.00 years of supply or 2835/759 = 3.73
years of supply against the lower figure.
7.144 To complete the exercise, and without prejudice to my position on the buffer, applying the lower
basic annual requirement of 725 dpa would result in 3038/725 = 4.19 years or 2835/725 = 3.91
years supply.
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7.145

7.146

Total Dwellings

Total 5 year supply for 2020-

3038

25
7.147
Divide by 759

4.00 years supply

7.148
Divide by 725

7.149

4.19 years supply

7.150

Total Dwellings

Total 5 year supply for 2020-

2835

25
7.151
Divide by 759

3.73 years supply

7.152
7.153

3.91 years supply

Divide by 725

7.154 In summary, the evidence shows how the Council cannot demonstrate a housing land supply
positon in excess of 5 years in any of the scenarios above.
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8 Section 106 Agreement and Planning Conditions
8.1 The Heads of Terms (HoTs) have been drafted and agreed between the District Council, the
County Council and the Appellant. They include the following obligations summarised here:
o

Affordable Housing – 35% of the dwellings (21) will be affordable dwellings and will comprise
80% as social rented and 20% as intermediate. An indicative mix of dwelling types and
numbers is included together with timing for the delivery of the affordable dwellings;

o

Education Contributions – a total of £102,444.00 towards early years/pre-school and
£341.480.00 towards primary school facilities;

o

Off-site equipped play area and youth facilities - £1,583.00 per dwelling towards provision
and/or replacement/improvement of facilities at Templecombe Recreation Ground;

o

Travel Plan – an agreed travel plan to operate for the first 5 years following first occupation of
the development;

o

Highway mitigation measures – including the funding of a TRO to reduce the speed limit of
the road fronting the access to the site but only if requested by the Council together with
highways works including the access to the site, footway works, pedestrian infrastructure
improvements within Templecombe and a new pedestrian link onto East Street;

o

Public Open Space – provision of open space including formal and informal areas together
with details for the management and maintenance of those areas

Draft Planning Conditions
8.2 The Appellant has worked with the District and County Councils to agree a draft set of conditions
for the proposed development. These include conditions requiring the submission of reserved
matters to accord with an Illustrative Masterplan and Parameters Plan. The conditions include a
number of conditions that are very much standard SSDC and SCC conditions (with slight
modifications to be consistent with the proposed development). The conditions are listed in order
to show “pre-commencement” conditions, pre-occupation conditions and conditions relating to
post occupancy monitoring and management.”
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9 Third Party Matters
9.1

The application (19/03416/OUT) attracted public interest following the various consultation exercises
undertaken and following notification by the Council. I have reviewed the statutory and public
consultation responses associated with the application and have the following comments and
observations. These should be read in conjunction with the PSOCG and the Core Document list that
records consultee responses.

9.2

I do not cover in detail those matters raised in respect of landscape and visual impact matters, nor
the heritage aspects – those being addressed more fully in others’ respective Proofs of Evidence.

9.3

There have been formal consultation responses from Historic England, Somerset County Council
Highways and Somerset County Council Education, Abbas & Templecombe Parish Council and
members of the public.

9.4

Given that public responses cross a range of matters associated with the scheme I identify these as
broad categories and comment as follows:
Internal/External including Parish Council Comments
Transport

9.5

In a written response of 16 July 2020, Somerset County Council Traffic and Transport Development
Group confirmed that it did not consider the proposed development would cause a highway safety
or efficiency issue. The Appellant has worked closely with the relevant authority to arrive at an
agreeable solution detailed more fully in the signed TSOCG. A Section 106 citing S278 Highway Act
1980 was required to secure the site access junction; mitigation measures proposed; Framework
Travel Plan; and Footpath Link onto East Street. Whilst there will inevitably be an impact from traffic
as a result of new development this is managed and could not be seen to have any adverse impact
on the network. It should also be balanced against benefits of any reduction in traffic to the major
employer in the village from incommuting and the benefits of increased self-containment to the
settlement. The predominantly rural nature of South Somerset means it is inevitable that the private
car is relied upon to an extent to make necessary journeys however the impacts are reduced by
putting development at more sustainable locations like Templecombe.

9.6

A Travel Plan submitted with the planning application and agreed with SCC Highways – (TSOCG)
will facilitate a commitment to more sustainable patterns of travel where possible. A footpath link to
East Street is proposed from the development increasing site accessibility and movement options
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into and out of the site for occupants and visitors and helping to integrate the new homes with
Templecombe.
Education
9.7

In a written response of 16 July 2020 Somerset County Education Authority identified the number of
school places generated by the development equating to 6 early years pupils, 20 primary pupils and
9 secondary pupils. The following contributions are provided for towards education provision:
£102,444 for early years/pre-school and £341,480 for primary expansion.

9.8

An undetermined planning application with Somerset County Council Ref: SCC/3780/2020
described as “S.73 application to amend condition 1 of permission 10/04312/R3C to remove the time
limit and retain the classroom building on site on a permanent basis” will provide for more permanent
accommodation at Abbas & Templecombe Primary School along with the option to bring back into
use the currently unused classroom at the school. In response, the development will meet its
educational requirements.
Affordable Housing

9.9

Service Delivery Somerset County Council: In a written response, South Somerset has presented its
requirements in respect of the proportion of homes being given over as affordable, the tenure, size
and distribution – all matters which the scheme responds positively to through the provision of what
has been established as much needed affordable homes.
Open Space/Horticulture SSDC Environmental Services

9.10

The comments received dated 13 August 2020 are supportive. The plans shown on the Amended
Illustrative Masterplan identify more than 1.6 ha of Public Open Space (POS), an amount far in
excess of that required for a development of this size. As per our comments from the original
application, the following still applies:

“We are encouraged by the inclusion of a green

entrance onto the site helping to incorporate the development with its surroundings in Templecombe
as well as a welcoming feature for residents and locals. The green corridors included within the site
are another welcoming feature as they help to break up the built form and provide links across the
development to the main area of POS along the northeastern section of the site. We are, however,
disappointed that the central area shown on the plans in the Pre-app stage has been significantly
reduced and taken away the potential for a village green style area acting as a principal location
accessible by all residents. We would be encouraged to see this area increased again to provide an
extremely valuable asset for the site and further promote the usability of the green corridor. We would
also like to see further detail of the SuDS and how they will be incorporated with the surrounding POS
so they are not just muddy puddles and can be enjoyed as part of the wider POS. Overall we are
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happy with the amount of POS on this site and with a few amendments as per our comments above
we would be happy to see this application progress.”
Outdoor Play Space SSDC Community Health and Leisure
9.11 In a report of the 13 August 2020 a calculation is presented in respect of S106 obligations as capital
sums, commuted sums and triggers. In response I refer you to the Heads of the Section 106
Agreement which agrees a contribution of £1,583.00 per dwelling towards provision and/or
replacement/improvement of facilities at Templecombe Recreation Ground.
Heritage - Historic England
9.12 In a written response of 16 July 2020, Historic England’s advice in respect of the proposed
development was that the scheme responded to earlier HE concerns: a reduction in the proposed
number of units has created a more meaningful space; and a reduction in density and storey height
along with greater use of open space assisted in the more gradual transition between the
development and Manor Green. HE’s considerations extend to the careful consideration of design
and use of materials at the reserved matters stage as well as a comprehensive landscaping scheme.
9.13 HE’s response can be seen as positive towards the outline application – recognising that layout
principles are acceptable. Their response turns to the detailed matters associated with reserved
matters having accepted that the revised masterplan allows the listed manor to retain a more
meaningful link to its rural setting.
Abbas & Templecombe Parish Council
9.14 In a written response dated 22 July 2020, the Parish Council’s comments fall under the headings of
Heritage, Highways, Scale of Growth, and Landscape & Visual Impact.
9.15 In respect of heritage, concerns related to maintenance and any requirement or obligation for the
Parish Council to take responsibility for the larger community area, ‘Manor Green’.
9.16 In response, the S106 Agreement responds helpfully and positively to these concerns.
9.17 Turning to the Parish Council’s additional concerns about creeping development onto the planned
open community area – covering land in the northern part of the site, these are unwarranted. Any
forthcoming approval through this appeal will be for outline permission and the proposals do not
plan for nor suggest that there would be residential buildings in that area. Subsequent reserved
matters applications will be required to refine, inter alia, siting of development and its layout.
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However, they are separate applications which are consulted upon to which representations can be
made again by the public and other stakeholders to the details contained therein.
Public Representations
9.18 Some of the comments received from the public to the application overlap with matters addressed
in submissions and evidence prepared by the Appellant. I have identified and responded to
individual points raised below.
The number of houses proposed
9.19 Comments have been raised over the cumulative total of proposed number of homes in the village.
I have identified this as a point raised by the officer when considering the scheme. The proposed
level of development is commensurate with the scale of Templecombe by virtue of the range of
facilities available and which can be supported, its high level of accessibility – notably by public
transport which will itself be supported through new development and increased spend, and the
overall need for housing to be delivered across the district.
Number of homes remain unsold
9.20 Within a housing market there will always be a proportion of homes that are on the market for an
extended period of time, there are very few in Templecombe presently. There may be a number of
factors which contribute to this. It is reasonable to assume that those that are unsold may not be
currently suited or attractive to the market. In that regard it is reasonable to offer choice through
additional homes being made available.
Effect on amenity
9.21 The proposed scheme, whilst in outline, is founded on careful analysis of the key characteristics of
the site and its surroundings. The response has addressed those matters of perceived harm
resulting in an informed layout which responds positively to those matters of particular sensitivity –
and I refer you to the Appeal DAS Addendum, in particular, in response to these matters.
Employment
9.22 Whilst the proposals do not include employment floorspace, it is acknowledged that the construction
process will bring about local (and wider) employment opportunities and positive economic effects
going forward. Templecombe offers a good range of employment opportunities – with Thales being
a key contributor to the local economy. The provision of homes at Manor Farm will in no way
compromise or adversely impact on Thales. On the contrary it may provide new homes for existing
or new employees and increase choice in a location that is more sustainably located than their
existing homes.
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Transport and Access
9.23 The proposals will not adversely affect the road network and technical work has been submitted with
the scheme which demonstrates that. On the contrary, it is proposed that a pedestrian footway will
be provided and a Traffic Regulation Order - and I consider that this will enable a wider choice of
means of transport to and from the site assisting in its wider integration in the village and its services
– including schools, shops, healthcare and public transport. A Travel Plan is proposed as a planning
condition/planning obligation.
Schools and Education
9.24 The S106 Agreement outlines the level of contributions that would be payable to support early years
and primary school provision as a result of the development.
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10 Planning Balance and Benefits of Development
The Planning Balance
10.1 My evidence has considered the policy framework for decision making. It identifies the weight that
I attach to those policies and the reasons why when assessed against NPPF and the level of
compliance that the proposal has with those policies before moving on to identify both the benefits
of the scheme and potential for harm as a result of development. I attach weight to the relevant
policies in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 213 before concluding that permission should be
granted and that very significant weight should be attached the benefits of providing both market
and affordable homes in the planning balance.
10.2 The proposal responds to the Local Plan and in particular its requirement to meet all housing need
- and Government policy with the need to boost the supply of housing.
10.3 The scheme benefits are material in the decision making process. I make clear in my evidence that
the ‘tilted balance’ is engaged given the evidence and findings that a 5 year supply of housing land
cannot be demonstrated by the Council. In that regard the presumption in favour of sustainable
development in paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF is fundamental but not determinative to the decision
making process.
10.4 The benefits of the housing are very significant. Competition and choice is much needed in a district
where large tracts of allocated land lies in the hands of the few and with a history of under delivery.
Granting permission through this appeal will aid the supply of much needed new housing – both
market and affordable – and wider associated benefits to Templecombe. Importantly this will
contribute to South Somerset’s district-wide supply and assist in redressing its shortfall though a
carefully considered and sensitively planned scheme which constitutes sustainable development in
a sustainable location.
10.5 In the Statement of Case we identified the policies that are relevant to the appeal scheme – albeit
the Development Plan against which conflict is alleged within the Reasons for Refusal (RfR) are only
the SSLP 2015 policies SD1 (Sustainable Development), EQ2 (General Development) and EQ3
(Historic Environment).
10.6 At Section 5 of my Proof of Evidence, those Local Plan policies that are considered most important
to the determination for the appeal are identified as: SD1, SS1, SS2, SS4, SS5, EQ2 and EQ3. My
evidence has identified why these policies remain relevant but also that they are “out of date” policies
by virtue of the position in respect of Paragraph 11(d) footnote 7. I have also considered their
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consistency with the NPPF. Should the tilted balance not be applied, then I still consider the weight
that is attached to these policies. I refer the table below:

Local Plan Table

Local Plan Policy

Consistency of policy

Scheme level of compliance

with NPPF

with policy

Policy SD1 – Sustainable

Less weight as prepared

The benefits of the proposal

Development

in advance of 2019 NPPF.

in socio economic terms are
not contested although the

Out of date Para 11d

weight given to this by each

(footnote 7).

party may be different.
Policy does not prevent
housing.
Outline Scheme design
respects policy
Contributes to sustainable
development.

Policy SS1 – Settlement

Limited weight should be

More weight should be given

Strategy

attributed as is not

to the sustainability

consistent with the

credentials of Templecombe

Framework. Lacking

when judged against NPPF.

consistency with paras
77, and 84.

SS1 does facilitate housing at
Rural Settlements. Proposal

Out of date Para 11d

responds to this. Significant

(footnote 7)

weight in delivering housing.

SS1 being reviewed

SS1 fails to fully recognize

through Local Plan review

sustainable credentials of
Templecombe.

Manor Farm Templecombe | Planning Proof of Evidence | APPR3325/W/20/3265558

Page 84

to create new village tier.
Policy hasn’t worked.
Policy SS2 – Development

Limited weight in lacking

SS2 facilitates housing at

in Rural Settlements

consistency with the

Rural settlements, proposal

NPPF paras 77 &78 and

does not breach any housing

84. It does not reflect

ceiling in any event as none

either housing initiatives

set by this policy.

in NPPF and patterns of
rural living.

Scale of proposal compliant
with settlement size.

Out of date Para 11d
(footnote 7)
Policy SS4 – District Wide

Less weight because of

Exceedance of the policy is

Housing Provision

the degree of

itself not a conflict nor is

inconsistency with the

harmful. Still a residual

NPPF. No review after 5

housing requirement when

years. Housing

assessed against the

requirement at District

requirements of this policy

level is not based on

not being met

Standard Methodology by
SSDC 5yr assumptions
are. Out of date Para 11d
(footnote 7)
Policy SS5 – Delivering New

Less weight because of it

Evidence identifies a residual

Housing Growth

not being consistent with

housing requirement at the

rural housing initiatives of

tier in any event still to be

the NPPF. Policy SS5

delivered as there is at

restricts growth at

District level.

sustainable settlements
like Templecombe by
reiterating the approach
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taken in SS1: The policy is
not consistent with
Paragraph 59 of the NPPF
by not identifying enough
sufficient land where it is
needed nor does it reflect
standard method for
district wide requirement.
No breach from
exceedance of policy.
Out of date Para 11d
(footnote 7).
Policy SS6 – Infrastructure

Full weight as Policy SS6,

Consistent through provision

Delivery

whilst pre dating NPPF

in the 106 Agreement. No

2019, seeks to achieve

adverse impacts on

the objectives of

infrastructure of the

paragraph 8 of NPPF and

settlement or insufficient

is consistent with it.

capacity in service provision

Policy HG3 – Provision of

Limited weight as the

Fully compliant. Significant

Affordable Housing

policy has failed in

weight attached to

securing delivery of

addressing identified need in

sufficient affordable

the locality and wider area

housing in the District.

through provision of 21 new

The policy cannot be said

homes.

to reflect the

No affordable homes

requirements of

delivered in Templecombe

Paragraph 61 in particular

through plan period. 21 new

in that there appears to

homes comply with the

be no up to date

policy.

assessment of affordable
need reflected in the
actual planning policy as
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required by para 61 for
any of the categories
identified in the
paragraph.
Policy HG5 – Achieving a

Limited weight as the

Scheme is in outline but

Mix of Market Housing

policy has failed in

facilitates broad mix of

securing delivery of

housing types and tenures so

sufficient market housing

fully compliant with the

in the District – with a mix policy
that contributes to the
provision of sustainable
and balanced
communities.
Policy TA1 – Low Carbon

Limited weight as NPPF

There are sustainable non

Travel

Chapter 14 is more

car modes of transport

detailed on measures to

available in the village.

reduce climate change

Additional housing will

and carbon usage. To that

increase potential for self-

extent the plan’s

containment of settlement

commitment to

further reducing carbon

addressing the climate

impact. Measures at

challenge is not in

detailed stages and Building

conformity with more

Regs will facilitate policy

recent initiatives or the

compliance through the

NPPF.

detailed design process.
Fully compliant with the
policy

Policy TA4 – Travel Plans

Limited weight as the

Section 106 facilitates Green

policy does not reflect

Travel Plan. Fully compliant

more recent travel

with policy in seeking to

initiatives or guidance in

reduce car dependency.

NPPF.

Range of village services
available on foot/cycle.
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Policy TA5 – Transport

Full weight. The

Fully Consistent as agreed in

Impact of New

proposals accord with the

TSOCG.

Development

provisions of TA5 and
Somerset County Council
raises no objection based
upon submitted details
and proposed mitigation.

Policy TA6 – Parking

Full weight. The

Fully consistent as agreed in

Standards

proposed development is

TSOCG.

design led – drawing from
site and wider area
analysis and the
application of County
Council parking policy.
Policy HW1 – Provision of

Full weight. This is

Fully consistent. Significant

Open Space, Outdoor

agreed as being

provision being made for

Playing Space, Sports,

acceptable provision in

formal and informal

Cultural & Community

the PSOCG. The scheme is

provision both on and off

Facilities in New

in accordance with this

site. Appeal site well located

Development

Policy and makes suitable

for access to open

provision through the

countryside. Via Section 106

Section 106 Agreement.

contributions and low
density response though
masterplan.

Policy EQ1 – Addressing

Limited weight as policy

Measures controlled at

Climate Change

was prepared in advance

detailed design stage and

of NPPF 2019.

through building regulations
increases in 2023 better
placed to control the
requirement. More homes
in the village increases
potential for selfcontainment and reduces
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need to travel. Growth
should be directed to
sustainable settlements
especially those with rail
offer.
Policy EQ2 – General

Limited weight as not

Scheme is compliant

Development

consistent with NPPF.

generally with the policy and

Paragraph 13.35 to the

impacts are limited. The

policy suggests delivery of

extent to which conflict

the policy will be through

occurs is limited and

the production and

addressed below in the

updating of design

balance and evidence of Mr

guidance - delivered

Smith and Mr Williams.

through the Development

Balance policy against

Management process.

housing need.

No such up to date
guidance is available to
have assisted the officer
in forming his opinion on
conflict with the policy.
Out of date Para 11d
(footnote 7).
EQ3 – Historic Environment

Limited weight – policy is

The scheme does provide

not consistent with the

heritage public benefits

NPPF – in relation to the

associated with

requirements of the

development, in addition to

decision maker in NPPF

the more general public

Paragraphs 195 and 196 –

benefits, and these are

and I refer to paragraph

recognised within the Proof

4.37 of the Heritage Proof

of Jonathan Smith.

of Evidence. Out of date
Para 11d (footnote 7)
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Policy EQ4 – Biodiversity

Limited weight. Policy is

Fully Consistent potential for

in advance of NPPF 2019.

20% BNG improvements

All proposals for
development would
protect the biodiversity
value of land, maximise
opportunities for
restoration of natural
habitats, incorporate
beneficial biodiversity
features where
appropriate, and protect
and mitigate habitats and
species. The landscape
evidence addresses this
and demonstrates the
potential for an increase
in Bio Diversity net gain.
Policy EQ5 – Green

Limited weight. The

Fully consistent. The

Infrastructure

policy was prepared in

proposals respond positively

advance of the NPPF

to EQ5 requirements:

2019.

providing open spaces,
increased tree cover, access
to recreation and leisure
opportunities, help mitigate
climate change, enhance or
maintain the character and
local distinctiveness of the
landscape and contribute to
and/or maintain local
identity and sense of place.
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Overall Benefits
10.7 My evidence now turns to the benefits of a grant of permission. I present my assessment and
weighting of the significance of the key benefits associated with the scheme.
New Market and Affordable Housing
10.8 The proposals provide a mixture of new homes many of which will be delivered in the current 5 year
period and 21 of which will be much needed affordable homes. I have set out the appellant’s
anticipated timescales associated with the delivery of these in my evidence. As a land promoter,
their model is to move promptly, following a grant of planning permission, in the marketing of the
site. It has been shown in Section 4 of my Proof under the heading ‘Timeframe on delivery for the
appeal proposals’ that first completions will be around three years from now in March 2024. I believe
very significant weight should be attached to the benefits of this in a District where both open market
and affordable housing provision is consistently below what it needs to be with no evidence of this
improving in the immediate future. There is very evident need existing in the village right now that
has been demonstrated.
10.9 Further, during the construction process, local economic benefits will be derived. These are
recognised as having great weight in the planning officer’s report (page 18) under the heading
‘Planning Balance’. These would include construction work and jobs and the economic benefits of
this associated with the local area and spin off trades plus positive impacts on the local supply chain.
10.10 I concur that these benefits are of great weight notwithstanding their temporary nature.
10.11 With the provision of new homes, there will be ongoing local benefits post construction by the very
nature of new homes having been provided and through occupancy – and it is reasonable that these
will support local businesses at Templecombe or nearby. The spend derived from their occupancy
will also help to maintain and enhance local services and facilities – ranging from shops and other
centre-related uses, public transport and other local services – including education benefitting from
increased spend within their local catchments.
10.12 Turning to the type and tenure of those homes, the proposed mixture of tenures aligns with and
therefore responds positively to, the Local Plan’s need for the provision of affordable housing. As
presented in my evidence I have highlighted that there has been no new affordable homes
developed at Templecombe during the life of the Plan including no “parlour” housing (that is to say
a larger property than a standard 4 bedroom house). This appears to be in part associated with the
type of housing that has been developed in the village to date this being small schemes that do not
require affordable.
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10.13 The appeal proposal provides market homes complemented through a policy compliant level of
affordable homes. I refer you to the Heads of Terms for the S106 which I comment upon further
below and which outlines the tenure split, type, size, provider and perpetuity arrangements. The
affordable homes will meet an identified level of need, adding to the choice of homes available in
Templecombe.
10.14 There are, therefore, clear social and economic benefits associated with the proposed scheme
which are immediate and longer lasting. The scheme delivers a range of new homes to meet the
needs of present and future generations (including the local need dimension) and helps to support
the local economy during and post construction. These benefits should be given significant weight.
10.15 In response to market housing – having regard to HG5 not only does the scheme propose a mixture
of homes but also in boosting the supply of housing I highlight that the NPPF advises that there
should be a choice of sites to stimulate competition as reflected in paragraph 73.
10.16 It can be seen that over a protracted period, the Council has repeatedly failed to meet its housing
requirements – notwithstanding the Council’s contention that, at March 2021, 6.03 years’ supply can
be demonstrated. The persistent undersupply has been endemic at South Somerset for a number
of years (which led to the Council appointing an Accelerated Housing Delivery officer) and, as can
be seen in the most recent year (2020/21) and based upon available data, is no different. I reiterate
that there has been an overreliance placed upon large sites coming forward in the district – which
have not either commenced in a timely manner or then delivered at a rate projected and presented
by the Council as being realistic. This, in response to what has been identified previously has an
overreliance on inaccurate data to inform supply forecasting, means that planning applications that
are sustainable in the absence of a five year supply of housing should be permitted without delay
and especially those in sustainable locations like Templecombe.
10.17 Turning to Policy SS2, it is stated that development will be permitted where it is commensurate with
the scale and character of the settlement. Templecombe currently provides a range of services and
it is acknowledged that new development can be seen to be readily supportive of these.
10.18 In the context of supply, it is clear that the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic has had wide reaching
effects. Whilst Government intervention in respect of the economy has staved off many tangible
economic impacts as a result of lockdowns and the redirection of public spending, a shortfall in the
availability of homes in Somerset and elsewhere will remain. In rebuilding the economy and
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managing growth, housebuilding and its associated wider benefits (both local and further afield)
remain weighty and significant material considerations.
10.19 Further, it is an unfortunate result of the pandemic that, in my view, it is highly likely that there will be
an increased need for affordable homes in response to economic impacts.

These will be

experienced in rural as well as urban areas. The Council acknowledged in the Council’s Rural
Housing Dataset 2019-21 (Appendix 7) document which identifies that the need for affordable
homes in rural areas is more acute in relative terms due to affordability ratios – and it is reasonable
to expect that those ratios will be affected in response to economic change. The Council’s track
record of delivering affordable housing is wholly inadequate as I have explained in my Proof and in
light of my concerns over historic delivery rates and those projected in the next five years – again I
look to the positive in the appeal scheme and the proportion and mix of affordable homes that can
be provided in good time through allowing this appeal. In recognition of the provision of affordable
housing and the quantum, the proposals accord with Local Plan Policies SS2 and HG3.
10.20 To conclude I consider providing market and affordable homes in a sustainable location as a very
significant positive benefit.
Green Infrastructure and Ecology
10.21 A sensitively considered solution to green infrastructure and ecology has been presented in the
development proposals with obvious BNG benefits, with the scheme potentially able to achieve a
20% BNG improvement.

The development proposes complementary peripheral landscaping

through carefully sited woodland planting and wider peripheral boundary planting which responds
positively to the location of the site, but also sensitively to the setting of the neighbouring heritage
asset maintaining views of the listed Manor House from open countryside yet encouraging views of
it enabling greater legibility of the asset’s significance.
10.22 The proposal recommends management of the some of the site’s trees. Whilst some trees are to
be removed, these are within categories C and U. Some pruning to category B trees is proposed
but this will not harm the significance of the trees and there is scope for significant tree planting as
part of the scheme.
10.23 To conclude I consider that the scheme providing Green Infrastructure and Ecology is a positive
benefit to which I attribute some weight in the overall planning balance.
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Integration with the wider settlement
10.24 The proposed development will integrate with the existing village. The site adjoins the built form of
Templecombe. The development proposes the removal of very large agricultural buildings – of
utilitarian design which is within the site. The site is accessible on foot back to village amenities.
Opportunities for more housing to increase self-containment and in particular choice for the workers
at the major employer should they need it is a considerable benefit.
10.25 The DAS addendum presents design and development principles which help to inform decision
making at the outline planning stage but will also inform the subsequent Reserved Matters stages
of approval and the issues of detailed design thereto. It is clear from the Appeal DAS Addendum
March 2021 (which responds to the evidence gathered in respect of inter alia heritage and
landscaping) carefully and sensitively addresses local and site specific considerations. The scheme
can be developed in a manner which is attractive and permeable and in so doing improve through
design the settlement edge – softening it in its transition to open and planted areas.
10.26 To conclude I consider that the scheme providing integration with the wider settlement and the ability
to bring forward well designed sustainable development is a positive benefit to which I attach some
weight.
Education
10.27 The development will generate a requirement for school places. This is accepted. It has been
referenced in the Statement of Common Ground and (presented through the Heads to the S106)
that land and financial contributions are being secured for school expansion – noting also that there
is presently a planning application for the making permanent of existing temporary school
accommodation - and we understand that there is a spare classroom at the school.
10.28 To conclude I consider that the scheme in providing for its Education requirements is a positive
benefit because it enables fuller use of existing infrastructure.
Transport and Access
10.29 The planning application sought approval of means of access at this time. As agreed with the local
authority and therefore not contended is that the site can be safely accessed by pedestrians and
vehicles through planned mitigation – notably a Traffic Regulation Order and a length of new footway.
10.30 Whilst it should be expected that future home owners will also have cars, the site’s level of
accessibility to services and to bus and train services in Templecombe mean the home occupiers
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benefit from a choice of sustainable modes of transport to travel locally or further afield. This
counters the inclusion of car parking spaces at the site – meeting the Council’s parking standards.
10.31 To conclude I consider that the scheme in providing for an acceptable level of transport access and
safety is a neutral factor in the overall planning balance.
Pedestrian and Cycle Permeability
10.32 The proposals include for the provision of a footway from the site onto the A357 at Combe Hill to
Manor House and pedestrian access to East Street to the north of the site. This infrastructure is
beneficial to future occupiers of the proposed homes as well as pedestrians improving the
permeability of the Templecombe and improving pedestrian movement and safety at Combe Hill.
10.33 Site permeability is also improved through connectivity to neighbouring public footpaths – through
the planned open space.
10.34 To conclude I consider that the scheme in providing pedestrian and cyclist permeability is a positive
benefit.
Potential Harm from a Grant of Planning Permission
10.35 Whilst the Council accept some development is acceptable on the site, it appears that the perceived
harm from parts of the development in respect of landscape and heritage was, in the officer’s view,
the overriding material consideration in the determination of the planning application. I consider
these concerns to have been overstated; in addition I consider we have shown that reserved matters
approvals can address and control the development particularly in light of the supporting information
submitted with the planning application and this appeal in response to these matters and in support
of the proposed development.
Landscape and heritage
10.36 The position remains that due care and consideration was given to aspects of landscape in the
formulation and preparation of the scheme. The Proof of Mr Williams explains the methodology
adopted and findings – including their application through design. However, of importance is the
fact that through the appraisal work, that the potential impact of the proposals would be mainly
confined to the areas of countryside to the east of the Templecombe and the effects of development
would diminish with distance to the north east, east and south (para.3.38 (l) of Mr William’s Proof).
10.37 In response to concerns relating to the effect on Landscape, I refer to the LVIA work of Mr Williams
and his Proof of Evidence which has been informed by that.

Mr Williams has considered
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comprehensively the landscape effects of the development. His considered opinion remains, and I
refer you to the submitted LVIA which states that “Overall, it can be concluded from the landscape
and visual assessment of the proposed development, that the majority impacts and effects would not
be significant, but would result in a few, very localised visual effects mainly in views from Public
Footpath No. WN29/12 and in adjoining residents’ views.” (para 5.6 of June 2020 LVIA).
10.38 Mr William’s continues stating that “The proposed development will therefore have some local
landscape and visual impacts/harm but the effects of the development on character and visual
appearance of the wider countryside, and this part of the River Cale Valley, will not be significant as
the proposed development would not erode or harm the special qualities of key landscape
characteristics of the area.” (para 5.7 of June 2020 LVIA).
10.39 I conclude that where there is localised visual harm in the short term but overall the proposal is
capable of being well assimilated in the longer term, leading to an improved settlement edge with
new tree and hedgerow planting. Overall I consider the effects on the landscape that this will be a
neutral factor in the overall planning balance.
Heritage Matters
10.40 Mr Jonathan Smith concludes at para 5.2 that the proposed development will result in a less than
substantial level of harm which he identifies as minor on the spectrum to the significance of the
Grade II* listed Manor House. Consequently the impact of the proposal engages paragraph 196 of
the NPPF causing less than substantial harm.
10.41 My evidence weighs that minor harm and I give it substantial and significant weight.
10.42 NPPF Para 196 advises that where development will lead to less than substantial harm to the
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm be weighed against the benefits of the
proposal. As I have explained, there are very significant and weighty benefits in delivering mixed
tenure residential development in a sustainable location.
10.43 Through the careful siting of new development including open space areas and landscaping –
considered and secured through subsequent reserved matters applications, the development will
readily relate and integrate with the neighbouring built form.
10.44

The scheme does provide heritage public benefits associated with development, in addition to the
more general public benefits, and these are recognised within the Proof of Jonathan Smith in that it:
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o

Retains the current level of legibility of the asset’s significance in views from the east of the
asset, including those through and beyond the Site to the east;

o

Retains the current level of perception of the open countryside to the east of the asset from the
asset;

(i)

o

Protects those views in the future; and

o

Provides enhancements to the significance and legibility of that significance through:
Replacement of a detrimental feature (the large-scale farm complex and raised terraces) with
new and more harmonious built form (domestic scale housing);

(ii)

Introducing new, closer views of the eastern gable of the asset’s northern range that add to the
public experience of the asset by allowing public access to the north-western portion of the Site
immediately adjacent to the asset; and

(iii)

Improving public access to the setting of the eastern gable of the asset’s northern range by
allowing public access to the north-western portion of the Site immediately adjacent to the
asset.

10.45

In addition, the development will deliver considerable public benefits through the provision of new
homes in a sustainable location – and I consider that these outweigh the identified less than
substantial harm to the one affected built heritage asset, namely the Grade II* listed Manor House.

10.46

Overall I conclude that the NPPF does not provide a clear reason for refusing the development on
either heritage or landscape grounds.

10.47

In addition I conclude that overall the proposals accord with the development plan. Should the
Inspector takes a different view, I have explained that some policies attract limited weight because
of their inconsistency with the NPPF whilst others are deemed out of the date on account of the 5
year HLS deficit. Additionally, and of greater importance, I conclude the proposals judged against
the NPPF, amount to sustainable development and so the appeal should be allowed. Whether or
not the tilted balance applies in my view the benefits clearly outweigh the harms.

10.48

Having assessed the planning balance I consider that the proposed development and any identified
levels of harm associated with this scheme are outweighed significantly and overall by the benefits
of the scheme.

10.49

It is reasonable to conclude that the proposed residential development is sustainable.

The

development, in response to the Government’s three overarching objectives of sustainable
development in respect of the economy, society and the environment, will:
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o

Deliver clear beneficial economic benefits during the construction process and continually post
occupation to the local and wider area

o

Go some way to providing deliverable homes, both market and affordable, and where there is a
clear need in the district

o

10.50

Not give rise to environmental harm that cannot be satisfactorily mitigated.

Paragraph 11 (d) and footnote 7 of the NPPF are clear in a situation where the Council cannot
demonstrate a 5YHLS of deliverable sites which is the case here. This means that for housing
applications those policies which are most important for determining the application should be
considered out of date. My evidence has identified the most relevant policies from the SSDC
Adopted Local Plan to be policies SD1, SS1, SS2 SS4 and SS5, EQ2 and EQ3.

10.51

The evidence has also demonstrated that the housing policies are permissive policies towards
housing in South Somerset notwithstanding this the evidence clearly shows how they do not accord
with more recent versions of the NPPF and in particular how they fail to encourage housing where it
is most needed and fail to provide enough housing in rural locations, particularly applicable to a
rural district like South Somerset. The policies fail to take account of the sustainable nature of a
settlement like Templecombe.

10.52

The POE has also demonstrated how the emerging spatial strategy for SSDC, whilst of limited
weight, and its evidence base clearly demonstrates how the current strategy in SS1 and SS5 has
not worked.

10.53

As a result of the 5yHLS position the presumption in favour of sustainable development also referred
to as the “tilted balance” should be applied in this case unless any adverse impacts of doing so
would outweigh the benefits as discussed below.

10.54

The decision maker therefore needs to balance the need to boost the supply of housing, the main
theme of NPPF, and an obvious intention of the LPA as well over the next 5 years and all the more
critical based on past performance, against the adverse impacts considered against the
Development Plan as a whole, and any other material considerations.

10.55

The extent of the 5HLS shortfall and the potential for the proposal to deliver housing in the current 5
year period, which has been demonstrated as easily possible, has a direct and positive impact in
addressing the historic under delivery but also contributing 60 new homes, including a policy
compliant level of affordable homes to help remedy the woeful positon. This is a key aspect of the
balancing exercise.
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10.56

This is not a “nearly made the target” authority this is a persistent under achieving authority.

10.57

The Decision Notice, like the Officer’s Report, identifies that some development would be acceptable
on the site. It also recognises that the proposal would;
“contribute positively to the councils supply of market and affordable housing, with the accompanying
social and economic benefits.”

10.58

The appellant believes this is also the case in the Council’s Appeal Statement and that the dispute
between the parties is not about development per se but the potential harm caused by elements of
the proposal in specific locations of the wider site. The Council recognises that a housing need is
being met by the proposals and the report goes further identifying both private and affordable need.
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11 Conclusions
11.1

Through my evidence, I demonstrate that the appeal site is a suitable, sustainable site and location
for residential development. A development of 60 new homes of a mixture of types and tenures
and including affordable homes can be readily accommodated and assimilated into
Templecombe. The development will also include a range of positive benefits to the village which
respond positively to wider social, economic and environmental matters.

11.2 The appeal has been made in response to South Somerset District Council’s refusal of planning
permission. The decision of the Council, as reflected in the planning officer’s report, was illinformed. Since the decision; the lodging of the appeal, and the preparation and submission of
my evidence, nothing has arisen to change my opinion that planning permission should be
granted.
11.3 The housing supply deficiencies have got worst as a result of Covid and the matter of Phosphates
as my evidence has described with no obvious signs of improvement or obvious signs of the
Council achieving their step change in housing delivery. It is therefore imperative that housing in
sustainable locations is approved now.
Policy
11.4 The proposal constitutes sustainable development and, in rightly applying the ‘tilted balance’,
those policies that are most relevant to the determination of this appeal: Local Plan policies SS1,
SS2, SS4 and SS5 in respect of housing, EQ2, EQ3 in respect of landscape and heritage and SD1
in respect of sustainable development whilst out of date, the development proposals are in any
event in general compliance with these policies.
11.5 Notwithstanding the policies were adopted well before the publication of the 2019 Framework, they
have not been reviewed since and are considered to be out of date because of the failure to
demonstrate a deliverable 5 year HLS. Therefore in accordance with paragraph 213 of NPPF I
have considered the degree of consistency of the policies with the NPPF - attaching such weight
to these policies as I consider appropriate. I have limited the weight I attach where there is a degree
of inconsistency with the Framework as evidenced above in the Planning Balance.
Housing Supply, 5 Year Position, Tilted Balance/Presumption in Favour
11.6 It is my belief, drawn from my research and findings that South Somerset District Council cannot
demonstrate a 5YHLS and it is negative by a significant margin as identified in Section 7 of my
evidence.
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11.7 To inform this, I have carefully and systematically reviewed the Council’s historic data of on housing
delivery by location and rate – focusing on sites of significance and relevance; considered the
Council’s published 5YHLS including the data sources that has informed that, and undertaken my
own analysis based upon the latest readily available data in respect of supply through completions
and prospective supply through commitments. I have also applied the current real world factors
which currently affect housing delivery in South Somerset which includes the broad effect of the
Covid-19 pandemic, its lockdowns and economic fallout, the Council’s approach to nonimplementation rates (historically and forecast) and its effect on supply, landownership and its
effect on land release and the timings for planning permission implementation, the affordable
housing delivery district-wide, and of course the significant effect of Phosphates on decision
making.
11.8 I have looked in detail at the 5 YHLS position of the Local Authority and conclude that only between
3.73 and 4.19 years’ supply can be demonstrated.
11.9 This has serious implications for the future supply of housing across the district for both market
and affordable homes – including the weight and application of Local Plan policies in respect of
housing.
11.10 I have found it impossible to reconcile the Council’s 5YHLS position as at November 2020 nor
subsequently through their updated positions in January and again in March 2021 against my
findings. It is apparent to me that the Council’s failure to plan for delivering new market and
affordable homes is why significant weight should be given to their provision and whatever the
position is arrived at through this appeal in respect of 5YHLS.
11.11I have identified that there is a local and overarching district-wide need that is not being satisfied.
My conclusions are an unrealistic, overly optimistic approach to the analysis of housing supply in
light of repeatedly falling short, by some margin, in meeting annual supply targets which the
Council has adopted in their Local Plan as being achievable. In light of the evidence including the
Council’s consultants, Three Dragons, in respect restrictions on supply, reliance upon small sites
and unrealistically low non-implementation rates, it is clear that the Council is not delivering homes
and therefore the ‘tilted balance’ and paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF is therefore engaged and is
fundamental to decision making here.
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11.12 The benefits derived from the development of 60 homes of which 21 will be affordable homes are
of significant weight in the overall planning balance. The benefits derived from allowing this appeal
outweigh any perceived harm from parts of the development in respect of landscape and heritage.
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