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This application has been referred to the Ward Members as the officer recommendation does not reflect all the
reasons for refusal advocated by the Parish Council and third parties. One Ward Member has declared an interest
for personal reasons due to friendships with the applicant and associates and has taken no part in the decisionmaking process. The other Ward Member confirms his agreement that the application should be refused for failing
to satisfy and comply with SSDC Local Plan Policies SD1, EQ2 and EQ3. Whilst continuing to have concerns about
the settlement hierarchy and various highways issues, nevertheless the Ward Member acknowledges and notes
the comments in the report.
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL
The application site comprises agricultural land split into four fields (classified as being Grade 3), several
agricultural buildings and areas of hardstanding extending to approximately 4.3 hectares and is located at the
south-eastern edge of the village of Templecombe. The agricultural buildings are of modern construction (as
opposed to traditional, historic stone barns), being of steel frames with block walls and wooden and metal cladding.
Vehicular and pedestrian access to the site is directly from Combe Hill (A357), the access point and driveway lying
to the south of the main part of the application site. At the northern tip of the site there is a pedestrian link to East
Street (via a style) which serves a public right of way (WN 29/12) which traverses the field to the east of the site.
Residential development adjoins the site to the north, west and south west. Such development is largely 20th
century build but the 'Manor House' which lies to the west is a Grade II* Listed Building. Open farmland lies to the
east and south east of the site.
The area of the site on which the agricultural buildings lie and the land closest to the adjoining residential
development to the north and west, together with the access drive thereto are relatively flat but elsewhere to site
descends in a northerly and easterly direction.
Templecombe has a range of local services and facilities within it, including a Primary School, a convenience store,
takeaway, health service, employment opportunities, train station, sports facilities and places of worship.
The existing large employer, Thales UK Ltd, employs in the region of 700-750 on site at any one time, of which 51
people live in the Templecombe BA8 postcode. It is estimated that employment numbers will increase by
approximately 30 once the new manufacturing building granted planning permission in December 2018 (ref.
18/02738/FUL) has been constructed and in operation.
In 2018, population estimates for the built-up area of Templecombe was 1,572 people.
The site is not subject to any specific protective designations, such as SSSI, SAC, Wildlife Site, Green Belt, AONB,
Flood Zone, Conservation Area, Special Landscape Area, but as referred to above there is a Grade II* listed
building in close proximity and a public right of way runs along adjoining land.
As originally submitted, the proposal sought outline planning permission for the demolition of existing buildings and
residential development of up to 80 dwellings including the creation of a new vehicular access and pedestrian
accesses, open space, landscape planting and surface water attenuation (all matters reserved except access).
This was subsequently amended by slightly reducing the number of residential units to 76. This revision sought to
address concerns that had been raised by Historic England about the layout of the proposed development and its
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potential harm on the setting of the listed building. The amended masterplan layout included the removal of the
residential units to the rear of the listed building and a substantial buffer being proposed around the listed building
to protect its setting. In addition, the amended submission included a Transport Assessment Addendum which set
out response to comments initially raised by the County Highway Authority.
The application has been further amended in that the number of residential units has been further reduced to 60.
The amended description of the application as is now being determined is:
Outline application for the demolition of existing buildings and residential development of 60 units including the
creation of a new vehicular access and pedestrian accesses, open space, landscape planting and surface water
attenuation (all matters reserved except access).
This further amendment has been submitted in an attempt to overcome concerns expressed by officers in respect
of heritage, landscape/visual impact and scale of growth (associated with landscape/visual impact concerns).
All details in relation to appearance, landscaping, layout and scale are reserved for consideration at the detailed
application stage and are not to be considered as part of this outline application. Details are sought to be agreed
for access as part of this application. Vehicular and pedestrian access would be achieved by making use of the
existing farm access to the east of Combe Hill (A357) to the south of the main part of the site. To allow pedestrian
connectivity alongside the A357, a new footway would be provided on the north eastern side of the County highway
between the proposed site access and 'Manor House', at which point a new dropped kerb crossing would be
created to allow access over the highway to the existing footway on the south western side of the A357.
In addition, the proposal includes a pedestrian linkage from residential areas within the site itself to the point where
the existing public right of way joins onto East Street to the north, by means of a new 2.0 metres wide footpath.
In addition to the completed application forms, the following drawings and documents were included within the
original application submission:
o
Drawing no. 19-025 200 Rev C, dated 24/10/2019. Site Location Plan. Prepared by Origin 3,
o
Drawing no. 19-025 406 Rev D, dated 10/11/2019. Illustrative Masterplan. Prepared by Origin 3,
o
Drawing no. 19-025 600 Rev B, dated 10/11/2019. Parameter Plan. Prepared by Origin 3,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-019 Rev A, dated 27/11/2019. Proposed Site Access Arrangement From A357.
Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-030 Rev A, dated 30/10/2019. Visibility Splays at site Access. Prepared by iTransport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-031 Rev A, dated 06/11/2019. Proposed Pedestrian Access to East Street.
Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Letter dated 12th December 2019 from Origin 3,
o
Planning Statement (December 2019) prepared by Origin 3,
o
Design and Access Statement (December 2019) prepared by Origin 3,
o
Heritage Statement (December 2019) prepared by Heritage Collective,
o
Magnetometer Survey Report (July 2019) prepared by Archaeological Surveys,
o
Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation for Archaeological Mitigation (November 2019) prepared
by RPS,
o
Archaeological Desk Based Assessment (June 2019, updated November 2019) prepared by CgMs Ltd,
o
Agricultural Land Classification Report (October 2019) prepared by Luscombe Maye,
o
Ecological Appraisal (November 2019) prepared by Aspect Ecology,
o
Arboricultural Impact Assessment (December 2019) prepared by Aspect Arboriculture,
o
Report on Landscape and Visual Matters (December 2019), together with drawing no. 0360 L2, Site
Appraisal Plan, prepared by David Williams Landscape Consultancy,
o
Transport Assessment (11 December 2019) prepared by i-Transport,
o
Framework Travel Plan (11 December 2019) prepared by i-Transport,
o
Flood Risk Assessment and Preliminary Surface and Foul Drainage Strategy (December 2019) prepared
by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Ltd, and
o
Energy and Sustainability Statement prepared by Thermal & Acoustic Solutions Ltd.
The first amendment relating to the reduction in the number of residential units to 76 was accompanied by a
covering letter dated 10th March 2020 from Origin 3; drawing no. 19-025 406 Rev G, dated 28/02/2020, Illustrative
Masterplan, prepared by Origin 3; and the document Transport Assessment Addendum (23 March 2020) prepared
by i-Transport.
The application submission for the current proposal for a further reduction in the number of residential units to 60
now comprises the following amended and/or additional drawings and documents:
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o
Drawing no. 19-025 406 Rev J (60 units), dated 25/06/2020. Illustrative Masterplan. Prepared by Origin 3,
o
Drawing no. 19-025 600 Rev C, dated 25/06/2020. Parameter Plan. Prepared by Origin 3,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-039, dated 03/12/2019. Proposed Traffic Calming Scheme on A357,
Templecombe. Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-040, dated 03/12/2019. Proposed Traffic Calming Scheme on A357,
Templecombe - Sheet 1 of 3. Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-041, dated 03/12/2019. Proposed Traffic Calming Scheme on A357,
Templecombe - Sheet 2 of 3. Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-042, dated 03/12/2019. Proposed Traffic Calming Scheme on A357,
Templecombe - Sheet 3 of 3. Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Letter dated 26th June 2020 from Origin 3,
o
Addendum to Planning Statement (June 2020) prepared by Origin 3,
o
Design and Access Statement Addendum (June 2020) prepared by Origin 3,
o
Heritage Statement (June 2020) prepared by Heritage Collective,
o
Ecological Appraisal Addendum. Technical Briefing Note (June 2020) prepared by Aspect Ecology,
o
Addendum to Arboricultural Impact Assessment (June 2020) prepared by Aspect Arboriculture,
o
Updated Report on Landscape and Visual Matters (June 2020) prepared by David Williams Landscape
Consultancy,
o
Transport Assessment Addendum 2 (25 June 2020) prepared by i-Transport,
o
Framework Travel Plan (25 June 2020) prepared by i-Transport, and
o
Flood Risk and Drainage Addendum (25/06/20) prepared by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Ltd.
RELEVANT HISTORY
The following three outline applications relate to a very small part of the current application site, namely the north
western 'wedge' of land between the dwellings in 'Templars Barton' to the north and 'Manor Farm' to the south.
04/01581/OUT. The erection of 15 no. dwelling houses and formation of vehicular and pedestrian access.
Planning permission refused 11th August 2004 on grounds of the potential of the proposal to cause harm to an
archaeological site of national and local importance and also that the proposal, submitted in advance of the
completion of the then Local Plan, would prejudice the then on-going Local Plan process and was in advance of
and contrary to the then phasing policy for residential development in rural areas to 2007.
06/02405/OUT. Development of land for the erection of 15 dwellings together with formation of vehicular and
pedestrian access.
Planning permission refused 30th August 2006 on grounds that the proposal would involve considerable new
residential development in an area of countryside outside the defined development area of the then Local Plan,
therefore resulting in an unacceptable and unsustainable form of development, and also that the proposal would
appear as an incursion of built form into the open countryside to the detriment of the character and setting of
Templecombe.
07/01308/OUT. Development of land for the erection of 17 dwellings together with formation of vehicular and
pedestrian access.
Planning permission refused 18th June 2007 for similar reasons as application 06/02405/OUT.
19/01824/PREAPP. Pre application enquiry for the demolition of existing barns and residential development of up
to 80 dwellings, including the creation of a new pedestrian access, open space, landscape planting and surface
water attenuation (all matters reserved).
Pre application "without prejudice" response from case officer on 22nd October 2019 set out an assessment of the
main issues, namely relevant policies, the principle of development, consultees' responses, heritage, design and
landscape impact, highways, access and parking, trees, ecology, flood risk and surface water drainage, refuse
collection and recycling requirements, secured by design, community infrastructure levy and planning obligations.
Within the response the case officer commented about the principle of development, stating:
The proposal would not comply with Policy SS2 as it would not o
Provide employment opportunities appropriate to the scale of the settlement; and/or
o
Create or enhances community facilities and services to serve the settlement; and/or
o
Meet identified housing need, particularly for affordable housing (this is interpreted by the Local Planning
Authority as providing a proportion in excess of the policy requirement of 35%).
Having regard to the above it is considered that the development would not comply with policies SS1, SS2, or SS5
of the South Somerset Local Plan. Given the current policy position with the Council unable to demonstrate a five
years supply of housing land, and with the level of services available to Templecombe, the principle of your
proposal is very finely balanced, made more turbulent by there being applications pending consideration for
residential development in the village. Overall, it is considered that there is potential for the development to be
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recommended for approval but the applicant is urged to find and exploit opportunities for infrastructure
improvements within the village to make the scheme more acceptable.
It is unlikely that the scheme will be seen favourably by Members and as such I do not consider that the Council
would approve the application.
You may wish to reduce the number of dwellings proposed or phase the applications to make it more palatable,
locally and politically, and reduce the adverse impact on the settlement hierarchy.
In terms of heritage considerations, the proximity of the Grade II* listed Building was noted, the case officer
commenting:
You will need to evidence that the proposal does not have a detrimental impact on the setting of the heritage asset.
Given that it is a Grade II* listed building, the weight afforded to any harm would be difficult to outweigh through the
provision of 80 dwellings, especially when the principle of the development is likely to be finely balanced.
Given that the setting of the listed building would be a key consideration, I would encourage that further work is
done and the revisions are submitted for further consideration. I have not consulted with Historic England or our
Conservation Officer as we had agreed in our meeting that further details were to be submitted. On receipt, I will
circulate to our Conservation Officer and Historic England.
The site is recorded as being host to the 'Preceptory Knights Templar (remains of)', and it is closely related to an
area of High Archaeological Potential and an archaeological site. As part of the application submission, you will
wish to submit any findings of your archaeological surveys. The South West Heritage Trust will be consulted as part
of the application to better understand the implications of the development on archaeology.
The issue of impact on the Grade II* Listed Building continued under the heading "Design and Landscape Impact",
the case officer commenting:
I note the proposed buffer for the Grade II* listed Manor House. It is imperative to the success of the development
that the setting of the listed building is not adversely affected. Should the development result in harm to the
significance of the listed building, the weight to be applied to the harm would be significant in line with chapter 16 of
the NPPF. Given the substantial weight afforded to safeguarding this significant listed building, it would be very
difficult to evidence a sufficient level of public benefit to outweigh the harm.
In terms of highways considerations:
Highway capacity and the lack of suitable walking conditions within the village are two issues previously raised in
the principle section as these are significant matters that are likely to cap the amount of growth that Templecombe
can reasonably accommodate.
As per the comments of the Highway Authority, you will need to provide a Transport Statement in line with their
requirements, with comprehensive and robust evidence to demonstrate that the scheme would be acceptable
despite the aforementioned issues.
The case officer's pre application response concluded:
The proposal is very finely balanced and unlikely to be supported locally or by Members due to the level of growth
of the village. Nevertheless, the scheme may receive a favourable recommendation if it can be shown that the
highway implications are acceptable, and if benefits can be provided to outweigh the harm identified. I have
suggested that highway infrastructure improvements are provided for the betterment of highway efficiency and
pedestrian safety and experience.
In addition, it should be noted that permission has recently been granted for the erection of two single storey
dwellings immediately to the south east of the existing access to the site off the A357. That permission also allows
for the creation of a new, separate vehicular access directly off the County highway to serve those two dwellings,
which would be provided virtually alongside the existing/proposed access serving the proposed development (refs.
18/03222/OUT and 19/03409/REM).
POLICY
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) and paragraphs 2, 11 and 12 of the NPPF
indicate it is a matter of law that applications are determined in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.
Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 imposes a general duty on local
planning authorities when determining planning applications as respects listed buildings and states:
"In considering whether to grant planning permission, or permission in principle, for development which affects a
listed building or its setting, the local planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have
special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or
historic interest which it possesses."
For the purposes of determining current applications the Local Planning Authority considers that the adopted
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development plan comprises the policies of the South Somerset Local Plan 2006 - 2028 (adopted March 2015).
Policies of the South Somerset Local Plan (2006-2028)
SD1 - Sustainable Development
SS1 - Settlement Strategy
SS2 - Development in Rural Settlements
SS4 - District Wide Housing Provision
SS5 - Delivering New Housing Growth
SS6 - Infrastructure Delivery
HG3 - Affordable Housing
TA1 - Low Carbon Travel
TA4 - Travel Plans
TA5 - Transport Impact of New Development
TA6 - Parking Standards
HW1 - Provision of open space, outdoor playing space, sports, cultural and community facilities in new
development
EQ1 - Addressing Climate Change in South Somerset
EQ2 - General Development
EQ3 - Historic Environment
EQ4 - Biodiversity
EQ5 - Green Infrastructure
EQ7 - Pollution Control
National Planning Policy Framework - February 2019
Chapter 2 - Achieving sustainable development
Chapter 4 - Decision-making
Chapter 5 - Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
Chapter 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities
Chapter 9 - Promoting sustainable transport
Chapter 12 - Achieving well-designed places
Chapter 14 - Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
Chapter 15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Chapter 16 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
National Planning Practice Guidance
National Design Guide - September 2019
Other Relevant Documents
Somerset County Council Parking Strategy (SPS) (September 2013) and Standing Advice (June 2017)
South Somerset Landscape Character Assessment
CONSULTATIONS
Abbas and Templecombe Parish Council
Detailed responses have been received from the Parish Council in response to the application proposal, as
originally submitted, and the subsequent amendments. Those responses are set out in full below.
Outline application for the demolition of existing buildings and residential development of up to 80 dwellings
including the creation of a new vehicular access and pedestrian accesses, open space, landscape planting and
surface water attenuation (all matters reserved except access).
At the meeting of Abbas and Templecombe Parish Council held on Wednesday 29th. January 2020 to consider the
above planning application there was a unanimous vote to recommend that this application be refused. The
reasons behind this recommendation are laid out below.
ARCHEOLOGICAL
With its links to the Medieval Templar Knights the site has archaeological remains under the surface that should be
preserved for posterity.
PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS/PLANNING APPLICATIONS
Local records suggest that this site has been refused planning permission on two previous occasions and it would
seem anomalous for it to be granted this time when the criteria are unchanged.
As a conclusion to their planning statement Origin 3 on behalf of Gleeson state "The application site is suitable,
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achievable and deliverable."
It should be noted that outline planning permission the Slades Hill Site was first sought in 2005 ref 05/01336/OUT
for the erection of two employment buildings each of 500 square metres, 72 dwellings (of which 35% would be
affordable housing), extension to a cemetery to 0.65 acre, extension to existing school playing fields of 1.11 acres,
open space and construction of link road to existing employment site.
The most recent residential element of this application ref 18/02739/OUT- Outline application for residential
development comprising up to 70 dwellings and associated open space, landscaping works and area for school
expansion, together with new access and drainage infrastructure is still awaiting a decision
It is therefore key to accept that Slade Hill has been a development similar in scale and yet in over 15 years and
numerous variations of planning applications residential development has not been deliverable. Templecombe
therefore has a proven record of not achieving deliverable development and further proposed development should
not be considered.
With regard to current housing demand of the current properties listed as being for sale in Templecombe on Right
Move (January 25 2020)
1 plot for 19 houses which has already been on the market for 6 months.
Of the remaining 8 properties 3 are new builds 2 of which have been on the market for 15 months and a further
new build that has been on the market since February 2019.
This clearly does not demonstrate an identified need for significant new development in the village.
Currently there is the potential for a total of 156 dwellings with planning permission but not yet started and Manor
Farm would give a total of 236. Not only is there no proven demand. But also a total of so many dwellings in a rural
settlement with a recommendation in the local plan of 60 dwellings is in no way commensurate with current
planning policy for rural settlements
In addition with reference to the recent application below
SECTION 106 AGREEMENT
Application to vary S106 Agreement dated 30th October 2014 attached to approval 13/03318/OUT between
Hopkins Development Limited, South Somerset District Council and Somerset County Council to remove the
requirement for the provision of any affordable housing as part of the residential development to be carried out on
the site.
While this original application was allowed on appeal where the benefit to the community of the provision of
affordable housing contributed considerable weight to approval. It was subsequently identified the site would not be
viable with the provision of any affordable housing. This application has now been awaiting a decision since May
2019 however it highlights the vulnerability of development even after 106 agreements have been signed.
We would therefore request that a full viability exercise on the Manor Farm project should be undertaken as part of
the planning application determination process in order to demonstrate that a policy compliant level of on-site
affordable housing is absolutely viable and can be secured without risk.
With further reference to the comments regarding planning policy:
Policy SS1 -Settlement Strategy - This policy sets out a hierarchy for the spatial distribution of growth across the
district. Provision for development should be made appropriate to the scale of the settlement. Rural Settlements
are considered as part of the countryside to which national countryside protection policies apply, subject to the
exceptions in Policy SS2.
As previously highlighted not only is there no proven demand for up to 236 additional properties in Templecombe
but also a total of so many dwellings in a rural settlement with a recommendation in the local plan of 60 is in no way
commiserate with the rural settlement which Templecombe is currently identified as. Rural Settlements are the 4th
tier in that hierarchy and are the lowest tier and are considered as part of the countryside to which national
countryside protection policies apply. A further 80 dwellings bringing a total to 236 dwellings simply shows no
respect to the countryside. Further within the site itself SSDC HELAA recommendation suggested a maximum of
35 properties and so the proposal for 80 dwellings is grossly over that number.
Policy SS2 -Development in Rural Settlements This exceptions policy allows growth which is commensurate with
the scale and character of a settlement if it enhances its sustainability beyond simply providing market housing. To
qualify as a Rural Settlement a place needs to have two or more of the services listed.
Templecombe is currently catagorised as a Rural Settlement within the current local plan. As already mentioned 80
dwellings is not in scale or character as at no point has there been a development of 80 houses in one area of the
village at the same time so such development is not in character in the way Templecombe has developed in the
past.
Policy EQ2 -General Development: development will be designed to achieve a high quality which promotes local
distinctiveness and preserves and enhances the character and appearance of the district. Development should
protect the residential amenity of neighbouring properties and new dwellings should provide acceptable residential
amenity space in accordance with policy HW1.
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The increase in numbers of dwellings damages local amenity and therefore is not in keeping with this policy it does
not preserve the character of Templecombe as a rural settlement.
5.25. Policy HG3 requires schemes greater than 6 dwellings to provide 35% affordable housing. Policy HG5
requires a mix of housing types and sizes informed by the latest District-wide evidence base stemming from the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) which is dated 2016.The proposal would provide 35% affordable
housing, which equates to 28 units, with the tenures split between 80% social rented housing and 20%
intermediate housing. The proposed development meets a district wide need for market and affordable housing
and meets an identified local affordable housing need in accordance with Policy SS2.
Origin 3 identifies 11 household requiring affordable housing. This perceived need would be addressed by the
existing planning consents and so this proposal would be excess to local requirements.
South Somerset 2018 recommends a maximum of 35 dwellings should this site be developed - less than half the
number now being proposed.
ROAD ACCESS
Entrance to the site.
Despite what technical arguments may say when actually on the ground visibility both turning into and out of the
site entrance is not good and no amount of splay can negate the lack of visibility caused by existing buildings to the
north. In addition vehicles travelling northward through the lights at the bottom of Combe Hill accelerate up the hill
and not until they are half way up can see the entrance.
Origin 3 traffic plan suggests that the proposed 80 dwelling development will only add approximately 18 additional
vehicles per hour to the road network. However, this makes no allowance for the number of delivery, contractor,
royal mail and service turning in and out of the development daily nor does it take account of house owners using
their cars for local trips due to the dangers of pedestrian access to the heart of the village.
The inadequacy of public transport (2 hourly service between Wincanton and Yeovil but no early morning or
evening service and no Sunday service) make using it for journeys to and from work are impossible as are social
outings both in the evenings and Sundays. Once again adding more congestion onto the already overcrowded
roads.
PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
Proposed access via:
(1) Combe Hill onto A357 at south end of site.
New footpath (125m) proposed on east side of A357 to connect to existing footpath network, linked with a dropped
kerb crossing to west side of A357 In order to reach the Primary School/ Thales/ Fish and Chip Shop / Coop
pedestrians would need to cross A357; cross entrance to Bowden Road; cross entrance to Vine Street before
reaching Yarnbarton. Then pedestrian crossing with lights.
3 x crossing points
For Train Station and Doctor's Surgery pedestrians would need to cross A357, cross entrance to Bowden Road,
and cross entrance to Vine Street.
3 x crossing points
For Post Office and Recreation Ground cross A357 then walk into Bowden Road (no footpath) and along
Westcombe OR cross Bowden Road and take steps up to Kington View footpath (although this route would be
impossible for many physically disabled).
(2) East Street access from north corner of site. Plan shows path with gradient to be able to remove the six steps
currently by stile of Footpath WN29/12.
Once pedestrians on East Street no pavement proposed to junction by Yew Tree, only signs saying Beware
Pedestrians in Road. There is no footway either North or South on the A357 from this junction. Parked cars on the
southerly stretch of road often result in pedestrians being forced to walk in the centre of the roadway.
Proposed highway improvement to include removing centre road markings and creating a coloured strip of tarmac
for pedestrians along High Street up to existing footpath could be lethal.
No restrictions on HGV for A357 apart from height restrictions for railway bridge. No room to pass two large
vehicles and have space for footpath.
In order to have pedestrian access safely along High Street, the whole length would need to be traffic-light
controlled (as Yenston)
In view of these problems it would seem likely that responsible parents would not allow their children to use the
pedestrian routes from the site but would choose to use their cars. Thus adding yet more traffic onto an already
overburdened and dangerous piece of the A357.
If planners are minded to allow this development then we would ask that pedestrian priority crossings be installed
across the A357, Bowden Road and Vine Street.
PROVISION FOR CYCLISTS
NONE!
(1) Combe Hill onto A357 at south end of site. No additional help for cyclists. Eg sharing footway with cyclists.
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Proposed width of footpath 1.5 narrowing to 1.2 metres. This is insufficient to carry both, would need 3 metres.
(2) East Street access from north corner of site.
Proposed footpath with gradient will have signage asking cyclists to dismount, as only 2m wide. Would need to be
3m wide to accommodate both.
VILLAGE AMENITIES
The village infrastructure is already under strain without any of the additional dwellings for which planning consent
has already been granted. The village school, whilst having some physical space to expand, does not have the
finance to increase its teaching staff to cope with more pupils. Although once the need for extra staff/classrooms
became apparent investment could be expected to follow the time lag would mean that children from the new
houses initially be forced to look outside the village for primary education.
The Doctors surgery is only a satellite surgery for the Milborne Port surgery and is already heavily subscribed. The
present building is not accessible for any disabled patients having steps leading up to its entrance.
It would be folly to believe that residents from Manor Farm estate would not use their cars if going to either the
railway station or any other village amenities thus exacerbating the already lack of parking provision.
EMPLOYMENT:
Whilst on the surface there would appear to be adequate employment opportunities in the village. The truth of the
matter is that the majority employment is on one major site whose work force is mainly specialised and graduate
based. The age group of this group tends to prefer living in more urban environments even though this means
longer journeys to and from work (putting even more strain on our overcrowded roads).
Response from Parish Council dated 28th April 2020 (amended 13th May 2020).
Outline application for the demolition of existing buildings and residential development of up to 76 dwellings
including the creation of a new vehicular access and pedestrian accesses, open space, landscape planting and
surface water attenuation (all matters reserved except access).
Parish Council have been asked for further observations.
Observations
1. Heritage.
The amended master plan shows the removal of construction to the rear and has replaced them with a proposal for
a community area ' Manor Green'. There is no indication who will be responsible for the maintenance of this area.
The Parish Council would be unable to consider taking responsibility for this area but it is not indicated who would
take responsibility. Without a maintenance plan in place the area would be extremely vulnerable to neglect and
therefore develop into a totally inappropriate setting for the historic building.
As mentioned, above, the master plan shows the removal of some construction to the rear and this has been
replaced with a proposed community area. As the listed building would still be in close proximity with the
community area there appears no thought as to how such a community area can be made safe and secure by
fencing that would also still be in keeping with the historical setting.
The amended plan does not address the unacceptable proximity of proposed construction to other properties in
Templars Barton.
2. Highways
The report from Highways indicates that at the junction of the A357 and A30 (Virginia Ash), this scheme on its own
will not create capacity issues and ' when considering purely the development proposal as submitted it is
considered that the predicted worsening of the operation of the junction as a result of the proposed development is
unlikely to be classified as 'severe' in terms of the NPPF
However the Parish Council has already requested that the cumulative impacts of all the other development sites in
and around Templecombe must also be taken into account.
The transport assessment has shown that cumulatively the developments in the area will mean this junction has
'practically no spare capacity'.
Highways state 'it would be considered unreasonable to request that this applicant addresses the capacity issues
generated by other developments and background growth'. As a Parish Council we must ask who is responsible as
it appears Highways is unable to look at any strategic planning and ask who should ' addresses the capacity issues
generated by other developments and background growth'.
The Parish Council remains hugely concerned at the safety of the proposed location to the site which has not been
addresses and not that the Farm entrance is also in close proximity to the exit to the site which generates a further
hazard.
The updated changes still do not address the remaining issues of scale of growth and landscape & visual impact.
The following additional comments should also be noted and taken into account:1. Peak time is quoted as 08.00-09.00 and 17.00-1800 in the Report.
2. It is noted the use of an outer urban standard for their trip assessments - not a rural environment.
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3. It is not stated what they mean by future loading in terms of which developments they account for.
4. It is felt the vehicle entering and leaving the development figures are low as it is expected 2 people per
household will leave and return for working hours i.e. about 160 cars at each end of the day.
5. It is felt the right turn out of the development is the most hazardous as traffic going south travels quickly and
crossing to the opposite side of the road is further to go
6. No real change from previous information given and overruled by Highways.
Conclusion:
As a Parish Council would still be unable to support this development for the reasons above.
Response from Parish Council dated 22nd July 2020.
Outline application for the demolition of existing buildings and residential development of 60 units including the
creation of a new vehicular access and pedestrian accesses, open space, landscape planting and surface water
attenuation (all matters reserved except access).
Update:
Following further concerns particularly regarding the setting of the development within the proximity of the Manor
House the proposed application has been reduced from 80 to 79 and is now reduced to 60 hence the reconsultation.
Following a site meeting on 3rd March with Origins 3 the planning department identified the following issues with
Origin 3 with regards to the above planning application;
1. Heritage
2. Highways
3. Scale of growth
4. Landscape & Visual Impact
The agents believe the outstanding matters relating to highways were addressed and heritage has now been
further addressed leaving issues relating to scale of growth and landscape as outstanding.
Further meetings with Heritage England led to the latest planning submission.
Observations
1. Heritage.
The amended master plan shows the removal of construction to the rear of the Manor House and has replaced
them with a proposal for an even larger community area ' Manor Green'. There still appears to be no indication who
will be responsible for the maintenance of this area which is now quite substantial.
The Parish Council would certainly be unable to consider taking responsibility for this significant public area but it is
not indicated who would take responsibility. Without a maintenance plan in place the area would be extremely
vulnerable to neglect and therefore develop into a totally inappropriate setting for the historic building.
With such a large community area the question of allowing creeping development going forward would certainly be
a concern.
2. Highways
The report from Highways indicates that at the junction of the A357 and A30 (Virginia Ash), this scheme on its own
will not create capacity issues and when considering purely the development proposal as submitted it is considered
that the predicted worsening of the operation of the junction as a result of the proposed development is unlikely to
be classified as 'severe' in terms of the
NPPF.
However the Parish Council has already requested that the cumulative impacts of all the other development sites in
and around Templecombe must also be taken into account.
The transport assessment has shown that cumulatively the developments in the area will mean this junction has
'practically no spare capacity' given this was prior to the successful application for West Street with a further 49
houses both applications would add a further 100 houses with related traffic movement.
Highways state 'it would be considered unreasonable to request that this applicant addresses the capacity issues
generated by other developments and background growth'. As a Parish Council we must continue to ask who is
responsible as it appears Highways is unable to look at any strategic planning and ask who should ' addresses the
capacity issues generated by other developments and background growth'.
The Parish Council remains hugely concerned at the safety of the proposed location to the site which has not been
addressed and note that the Farm entrance is also in close proximity to the exit to the site which generates a
further hazard. It should be noted that in the last 2 months a serious RTA occurred less than 110 metres from the
proposed entrance and the resulting serious vehicle fires closed the road for a number of hours.
The updated changes still do not address the remaining issues of scale of growth and landscape & visual impact.
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3. Scale of Growth
SSDC has now recognised that "The rate of expansion in some of the smaller settlements to the possible detriment
of the main centres does raise policy-related issues that the Local Plan Review is going to need to address"
Following on from the application from West Street there is a potential total of 349 dwellings to be delivered within
the Plan period (2006-2028) should this application be approved.
The 2011 census statistics show that the built-up area (BUA) for Templecombe comprised 746 dwellings. Should
this application be approved for a further 60 dwellings, this would potentially result in a 47% increase in the number
of dwellings in the village since 2011 and a potential total of 1095 dwellings.
Therefore granting permission for this application would result in a level of growth in excess of the target or 279 for
Milborne Port which has the highest target of growth of the higher tier of Rural Centres and therefore would be
hugely inconsistent with the Rural Settlements tier. The proposal would therefore result in development that would
be contrary with the Local Plan's defined settlement hierarchy in Policy SS1.
Because Templecombe is currently defined as a rural settlement and, as such, Policy SS2 of the South Somerset
Local Plan (2006-2028) is a material consideration in the determination of this proposed development. It is
considered that the numbers of dwellings proposed, taken cumulatively with other dwellings in Templecombe
completed or with permissions within the Plan period (2006-2028), would result in a level of growth in excess of the
higher tier of Rural Centres. This would be also be inconsistent with the distribution of development asset out within
the Rural Settlements tier in Policy SS5 of the Local Plan.
Abbas and Templecombe Parish Council is clear that the adverse impacts that would result from the granting of
permission for this proposed development would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the
proposal.
4. Visual Impact
This remains a concern not addresses and we await an independent report requested by SSDC
In addition,
The Parish Council would like to make it clear that the inclusion of this area of land in the HELAA not only does not
guarantee a planning permission, but does not indicate that the principle of development on 2.6 hectares of the Site
is accepted by the Council contrary to the assumption made in the Addendum planning statement.
The Parish Council would like a condition included that the 35% affordable housing be maintained with the smaller
development. There is a concern that in order to ensure the profitability of the development there will be either a
reduction to the commitment or the remaining market houses will have to be more expensive putting them out of
reach of the average Somerset wage earner.
Another option would be to offer housing at a market discount to local people.
SCC Highways have indicated that they are against 'shared highways' as a principle - they do not want pedestrians
to feel comfortable on the A357 mixing with traffic and cyclists. It is felt the main vehicular/pedestrian and cycle
access point will not be used by pedestrians because of the number of road crossings and distance entailed to
reach village amenities. The East Street access leaves pedestrians at the Yew Tree corner with no safe way of
reaching village amenities. Both these facts will lead to more car movements and parking congestion within
Templecombe, as the residents of Manor Farm will use their cars as they will not consider it safe to walk/cycle.
Suggested Conclusion:
In summary this proposal does not provide employment opportunities and certainly meets no identified housing
need in Templecombe. In addition, it does not create community facilities and services in terms of such on-site
provision.
With this application we see no assurance that a policy compliant level of on-site affordable housing is absolutely
viable and can be secured without risk. It brings no benefit to the village.
The local infrastructure including employment opportunities health service, education and highway infrastructure
are totally inadequate to support the further additional growth that this application brings to Templecombe and the
Parish Council considers the application to be in conflict with numerous planning policies at both local and national
level.
As a Parish Council we continue to be unable to support this development for the reasons above.
County Highway Authority
No objections subject to various requirements to be included within a Section 106 agreement relating to the site
access junction, the proposed mitigation measures, the Framework Travel Plan and the footpath link onto East
Street. In addition highways related conditions and informatives are recommended.
County Public Rights of Way Team
No objections subject to the inclusion of an informative requiring the public right of way (WN 29/12) being kept
open and not temporarily closed, blocked up or diverted until the necessary order or other authorisation has been
granted and come into effect.
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County Education Authority
Requests financial contributions towards early years/pre-school and primary school infrastructure. No contributions
are required towards secondary school infrastructure.
Historic England
In response to the second amended proposal for 60 dwellings, historic England opines that the level of harm has
been substantially reduced by the most recent amendments. The residual harm will need to be considered by the
council as part of their wider planning balance set out under Para 196, NPPF.
South West Heritage Trust
No objections subject to the imposition of conditions relating to archaeological investigation.
SSDC Conservation Specialist
Opposes the application. It is considered that the proposed changes will cause 'less than substantial' harm to the
heritage asset as described in paragraph 196. This is in the medium range of the spectrum of harm in this
category. It is also contrary to paragraph 192 and 193 of NPPF and local plan policies EQ2 and EQ3. This is
primarily about the encroachment of the development into the strategic views of Manor Farm and the erosion of its
rural character. Approval would only be acceptable if public benefit could be identified to offset the harm to the
heritage asset.
SSDC Landscape Consultant
Expresses an opinion that there is potential for some development on the site but, having regard to the illustrative
masterplan for 60 units, the proposed layout extends too far to the east and, because this area is very sensitive in
terms of wider visual impact and wider landscape character, this part of the scheme would cause an unacceptable
level of harm.
County Ecologist
No objections subject to ecological mitigation and enhancement conditions.
Natural England
Does not wish to make any comments.
Lead Local Flood Authority
No objections subject to surface water drainage condition and the inclusion of an informative.
Environment Agency
Does not wish to offer any comments.
Wessex Water
No comments offered.
National Health Service
No comments offered.
SSDC Environmental Protection
No objections subject to conditions relating to the submission of a construction method statement in respect of
measures to be undertaken during construction to minimise environmental impact, control of noise emissions
emanating from the site during certain days and hours, and no burning of materials during the demolition and
construction phases.
SSDC Strategic Planning
Provides housing monitoring figures and policy considerations.
SSDC Housing
No objections. Recommends vary clauses to be included within any Section 106 Agreement.
SSDC Strategy and Commissioning Team
Requests off-site financial contribution towards the enhancement of the existing equipped play area and youth
facilities at Templecombe Recreation Ground and associated maintenance commuted sums.
SSDC Environment Services
No objections. Comments made regarding public open space, green corridors and SuDs provision.
Avon & Somerset Constabulary - Designing Out Crime Officer
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The National Planning Policy Framework February 2019 refer to the importance of considering crime & disorder at
the planning stage. Paragraph 127(f) states; "create places that are safe, inclusive and which promote health and
well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users and where crime and disorder, and the fear
of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion and resilience." No detailed comments are
offered in response to this outline application.
Somerset Waste
No comments offered.
REPRESENTATIONS
Representations have been received from third parties raising objections to the proposed development, which have
been placed on the website for consideration prior to the determination of this application. These objections can be
summarised as follows, in no particular order:
o
The site is a 'greenfield' site outside the boundary of the village and not designated for development in the
Local Plan.
o
Contrary to Local Plan policies, guidance within the NPPF and South Somerset peripheral landscape Study
2008.
o
Contrary to the HEELA document - Manor farm site should not exceed 35 dwellings.
o
Reference made to the site being classified as 'brownfield' in 2017 but that decision was reversed when
challenged in 2019.
o
Unacceptable encroachment into the countryside and will spoil an area of great landscape value.
o
Reference made to previous refusals of planning permission for new dwellings on part of the site - similar
circumstances apply.
o
Gross overdevelopment - too great a density.
o
Not sustainable development.
o
Site has great historical significance. New development will destroy archaeological remains.
o
Planning permission has already been granted for a large number of dwellings in the village. The village is
a rural Settlement and is already over its quota of new dwellings.
o
No demand for further new dwellings in Templecombe. Existing houses are not selling.
o
Concerns that large planning applications in Templecombe appear to be treated as isolated developments
rather than taking their cumulative effect into account. Reference made to recent permissions for 70 houses at
Slade's Hill, 21 at Templar's Court, and 49 at West Street. The combined effect of all these developments, together
with the 60 dellings at Manor Farm, will overwhelm the village and adversely affect the quality of life for existing
residents.
o
Infrastructure cannot cope with the scale of residential development that has already been approved.
o
Inadequate approach roads to the site and serving Templecombe as a whole to serve the extent of
increased residential development being proposed.
o
Inadequate accesses onto A357 and East Street to cater for the proposed development.
o
Unacceptable danger to highway safety for car and pedestrian users. Access onto A357 is on the brow of a
hill and a bend, inadequate visibility, new pavement alongside A357 will narrow the road, no pavements along East
Street.
o
Inadequate primary school capacity to cater for the increased influx of children.
o
Doctors surgery at capacity.
o
Inadequate sewerage and fresh water systems to cater for additional development.
o
Very little employment opportunities available in the village for increased number of residents. Negligible
benefit to the village in terms of direct economic contribution to its economy.
o
Poor public transport system. Most journeys would be by car. Unsustainable.
o
Increased car travel to places of work resulting from the increases in residential development.
o
Resultant unacceptable increases in noise, dust, fumes, pollution and disturbance.
o
Detrimental impact on nearby residents - loss of privacy, security issues, increased noise and light
pollution.
o
Potential flooding of site and neighbouring property.
o
Detriment to wildlife interests, including bats which are protected species and hedgehogs.
STATEMENT FROM APPLICANT'S AGENT IN RESPONSE TO PARISH COUNCIL'S COMMENTS
The agent has submitted a letter dated 24th July 2020 (which is on the website) commenting on various responses
made by consultees and also the Parish Council, the latter's response of 22nd July in response to the current
amended proposal including 60 dwellings. Just as the Parish Council's comments have been set out in full above
for consideration, it is considered equally appropriate for the agent's response to be recited in full below.
Abbas & Templecombe Parish Council have raised concerns in their consultation response dated 22nd July 2020.
Their concerns are taken in the order they are presented:
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1. Heritage - there is concern that the Parish Council would be required to maintain the proposed community area
identified as "Manor Green" area at the rear of the listed Manor House.
a. It is proposed that this area would be privately maintained by a management company via a maintenance plan
and therefore will not fall into neglect or burden the Parish Council. Alternatively, the space could be offered to
South Somerset District Council, should that be the preference but in any event management of this space would
be subject to an appropriately worded clause in the s106 Agreement.
2. Highways - there is concern over the capacity of the highway network and road safety.
a. As set out above, Somerset County Council as the responsible Highway Authority clearly state in their formal
response to the revised scheme that they do not consider that the proposal will cause a highway safety or
efficiency issue.
3. Scale of Growth - the Parish Council note that as a result of a recent decision to approve an application for 49
dwellings at West Street, a total of 349 dwellings will be delivered in Templecombe within the Plan Period should
the revised scheme for 60 dwellings be approved. It is stated that this figure is higher than that proposed for
Milborne Port, which is a higher order settlement and therefore this is contrary to Policy SS1 (Settlement Hierarchy)
and SS2 (Rural Settlements) of the South Somerset Local Plan.
It is assumed that the Parish Council figures are taken from the Officer Report for the West Street application
(19/01604/OUT) which went to Regulation Committee on 2nd June 2020. In that report 289 dwellings are cited as
the potential level of growth within the settlement should the West Street application be approved:
"As stated above, 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".
These figures are incorrect. In their calculations the Council have double counted the planning approvals for Slades
Hill (12/03277/OUT for 75 dwellings, 18/02728/FUL for 70 dwellings) and have overcounted the units associated
with the Templar Court Nursing Home, rather than calculating the equivalent net gain in dwellings, they have
calculated a gross figure (the Council's Five Year Housing Land Supply Report is clear that the dwellings
associated with these approvals result in a lower net gain of dwellings). These two instances alone equate to an
additional circa 85 units that cannot be delivered in Templecombe but are identified as coming forward in the
settlement and are contributing to the level of growth and decision making associated to that level of growth.
Our proposed scheme is 60 units. The Council, in approving the West Street application accepted that 289
dwellings was an appropriate level of growth for Templecombe, regardless of whether the figure is correct or not,
the Council accepted that 289 dwellings did not result in any adverse impacts on infrastructure as a result of this
scale of growth and was not contrary to Policy SS2 or SS1 of the South Somerset Local Plan. Given the Council
accepted the principle of 289 dwellings being appropriate scale of growth for Templecombe and that figure is
actually now lower, it is clear there is sufficient capacity for the Council to approve our scheme as it will not result in
any adverse impacts on infrastructure and is not contrary to Policy SS1, SS2 or SS5 of the South Somerset Local
Plan as the resulting scale of growth will be lower than the accepted 289.
4. Visual Impact - there is concern that this has not been addressed and await, as do we, the Council's Landscape
Consultant's report.
a. In the absence of that report, as detailed in the Addendum Planning Statement (June 2020) a Landscape and
Visual Impact and Addendum support the proposed development and evidence how the proposal complies with
Policy EQ1 of the South Somerset Local Plan and the NPPF in respect of the environmental objective of enhancing
and protecting the natural, historic and built environment.
5. Additional Points - there is concern that the scheme will not provide 35% affordable housing.
a. The proposed scheme provides 35% affordable housing in a SHMA compliant mix. At no point in the
application process has our client suggested this is not viable.
Finally, turning to the public comments. The reduced number of dwellings is welcomed, as is the revised layout
which addresses previous concerns over privacy by residents in Templars Barton. Concerns can be grouped as
follows:
o
Highway safety and impact,
o
Scale of growth at the settlement level and associated impact on infrastructure; and
o
Use of private land to create the proposed footpath on A357.
Highway safety and impact and scale of growth at the settlement level and associated impact on infrastructure are
sufficiently covered above.
In terms of the concern that private land will be required to create the proposed footway, we have confirmation from
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Somerset County Highways that the footway works will be carried out within the adopted highway and can
therefore be included in the s278, I can provide evidence if you require this.
In summary htere are no technical reasons to refuse the scheme and the scale of growth which the proposed
development will now contribute to, has already been considered acceptable and not contrary to Local Plan
Policies SS1, SS2 or SS5.
Furthermore, as documented in the Planning Statement (December 2019), the Council accepts that it is unable to
demonstrate a five-year housing land supply and that a presumption in favour of sustainable development exists.
Paragraph 11 of the NPPF states that plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable
development and grant permission when decision taking where the policies which are most important for
determining the application are out-of-date (this includes circumstances where there is no five year supply of
deliverable housing sites with the appropriate buffer), and therefore less weight can be afforded to policies that
affect the supply of housing. Paragraph 11 is therefore a significant material consideration with regard to the tilted
balance in favour presumption of sustainable development. This was recognised in the West Street decision
(19/01604/OUT).
The numerous public benefits of the proposal as set out fully in the Planning Statement, should be weighed against
the less than substantial harm to the listed building. The scheme represents a considered, well-designed, high
quality scheme that will deliver much needed housing in Templecombe and South Somerset, will comply with local
policy requirements and will provide a number of community benefits including, but not exclusively, the provision of
35% affordable housing, improved pedestrian and cyclist permeability and public open space. It is therefore
considered that given all of the above, and having due regard to the 'tilted balance', the identified harm does not
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme and, as such, planning permission should be
granted.
CONSIDERATIONS
Planning History
The planning history of the site has been referred to in submitted third party representations and this is an
important material planning consideration when determining this current application; the more recent the history the
more material is the consideration. As set out earlier in this report, two outline applications for residential
development on a small part of the current application site were refused permissions in 2004, 2006 and 2007.
However, 13 years have passed since the last decision and policies contained in the current Local Plan and
planning guidance set out by the Government in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) have changed
since then. Therefore, whilst a material consideration, it is considered that those previous decisions carry little
weight when determining this current application proposal.
Principle of Development
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that where regard is to be had to the
development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the Planning Acts, the determination
must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
Planning Policy
Policy SD1: 'Sustainable Development' of the Local Plan states:
When considering development proposals, the Council will take a proactive approach to reflect the presumption in
favour of sustainable development contained in the NPPF and seek to secure development that improves the
economic, social and environmental conditions within the District.
Planning applications that accord with the policies in the Local Plan will be approved without delay, unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.
Where there are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies are out of date at the time of making the
decision then the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise, taking into
account whether:
•
Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits
when assessed against the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework as a whole; or
•
Specific policies in that Framework indicate that development should be restricted or refused.
The overall spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy for the District in relation to housing growth is contained within
Local Plan Policies SS1, SS2, SS4 and SS5.
Policy SS1: 'Settlement Strategy' highlights the areas where new development is expected to be focused, grouping
certain towns and villages into a hierarchy, of settlements including the Strategically Significant Town (Yeovil),
Primary Market Towns, Local Market Towns and Rural Centres. All other settlements are 'Rural Settlements', which
Policy SS1 states "will be considered as part of the countryside to which national countryside protection policies
Page 14

apply (subject to the exceptions identified in Policy SS2)". In effect the policy places each settlement a tier within
the 'settlement hierarchy', based on their role and function within the district. In accordance with policy, the scale of
development envisaged for each settlement should be commensurate with its tier, thereby reinforcing the
hierarchy.
Templecombe is a rural village that benefits from a range of local services and facilities within it, including a primary
school, a convenience store, takeaway, health service, train station, sports facilities and places of worship. On the
basis of this range of facilities and because of its role and function within the district, Abbas and Templecombe is
categorised in the lowest tier of the settlement hierarchy, as a 'Rural Settlement'. Development in the settlement
should therefore be commensurate with the Rural Settlement tier, and should not compete with the higher tier of
'Rural Centres'. Development within the Rural Settlements should be consistent with Policy SS2: 'Development in
Rural Settlements', where development is strictly controlled and limited to that which:
•
Provides employment opportunities appropriate to the scale of the settlement; and/or
•
Creates or enhances community facilities and services to serve the settlement; and/or
•
Meets an identified housing need, particularly for affordable housing.
Future delivery of development in such rural locations should therefore carefully balance sustaining communities
against protecting and enhancing the rural environment. The supporting text to Policy SS2 notes that:
"…the interpretation of Policy SS2 will depend on applying these factors in considering proposals at each individual
settlement; for example a proposal that is acceptable in one of the larger Rural Settlements such as Templecombe,
which has a relatively strong employment function and good sustainable transport links with the presence of a
railway station, will be different to a smaller Rural Settlement such as Compton Dundon which does not have these
features."
Policy SS2 also sets out that development should be commensurate with the scale and character of the settlement,
be consistent with community-led plans, and generally have the support of the local community following robust
engagement and consultation.
The proposal does not provide employment opportunities or necessarily meet an identified housing need in the
community. In addition, it does not create community facilities and services in terms of such on-site provision.
Nevertheless, it can be argued that it would indirectly enhance existing community facilities by means of provision
of financial contributions towards such facilities.
The Council's Strategy and Commissioning Team has advised that the proposed development of 60 dwellings
would generate a need for 267.6 square metres of space for equipped play and 66.9 square metres of space for
youth facilities. It is considered that the best way to mitigate the generated need would be to increase the provision
of equipped play at Templecombe Recreation Ground through development of additional provisions to include the
replacement of the toddler multi-unit and improvements to the junior climbing frame. For youth facilities at the site,
enhancement of facilities would include a wheeled play area (skate park).
In accordance with Local Plan Policies HW1 and SS6, the best solution to mitigate additional demand is to provide
a contribution towards enhancing the existing equipped play area and youth facilities at the Templecombe
Recreation Ground. An appropriate financial contribution should be sought from the developer towards the delivery
of 267.6 sq.m (equipped play area) and 66.9 sq.m (youth facilities) stemming from the proposed development
towards off-site provision of improvements to these types of facilities at the Templecombe Recreation Ground along
with a commuted sum payment for maintenance over a 10 year period to be secured.
No contributions are required for playing pitch/changing room provision.
Appropriate financial contributions for off-site equipped play area provision would be £50,928 and for off-site youth
facilities would be £10,000. Total contribution £60,928.
Commuted sums for equipped play areas would be £29,417 and for youth facilities would be £3,697. Total
contribution £33,114.
Overall contribution total (including service administration fee) would be £94,982 (or £1,583 per dwelling). This
would be secured within a Section 106 Agreement, including the payment of relevant legal fees and administration
costs.
Having regard to other considerations within Policy SS2, the proposal is not necessarily commensurate with the
scale and character of the settlement as 60 dwellings would represent a significant increase to the size of the
village in absolute terms. It also does not generally have the support of the local community. As such, the scheme
does not fully comply with Policy SS2.
Peripheral Landscape Study - Templecombe
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Undertaken in 2008, the Peripheral Landscape Study assessed the capacity of the settlement fringe to
accommodate new development in a landscape sympathetic manner. It is noted that the area between Manor Farm
and housing to its north is graded moderate sensitivity. Among the three potential areas identified for development
is land alongside Manor Farm, which includes the proposed site area. Low densities are considered appropriate
with sufficient space set aside for landscape mitigation to the eastern edge to soften view of development from the
vale. An allocation of open space and structural landscaping is suggested to minimise the skyline impact of the
village as viewed from the vale. The study indicates that the village has some scope for 'landscape sympathetic'
growth, on areas, including the Manor Farm site, that offer options for potential development.
The Local Plan Review (2106-2036)
The emerging Local Plan Review is currently in preparation and two consultations have taken place under
Regulation 18 of the Town & Country (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, with the most recent
consultation on Preferred Options ending in September 2019. The Local Plan Review Preferred Options document
proposes that Abbas & Templecombe is elevated into a higher tier of the settlement hierarchy termed as 'Villages'.
An indication of the minimum level of future growth was provided as 60 dwellings within the proposed plan period
2016-2036 (in addition to existing commitments at 31st March 2018).
This category elevates a number of the larger Rural Settlements due to their scale, development capacity, role and
function. Consequently, the Preferred Options document reflects that 'Villages' are capable of accepting a higher
level of development than the remaining Rural Settlements.
Several objections have been received in relation to Policy SS1 Settlement Strategy in the Preferred Options Local
Plan Review, with regard to reclassifying Abbas and Templecombe as a Village in the settlement hierarchy. The
proposed elevation of the settlement from a Rural Settlement to a Village is based on an assessment of all the
Rural Settlements to identify the most sustainable locations based on a number of factors including existing
employment levels, accessibility by road/bus/rail, and attractiveness to the housing/employment market and
consideration of constraints such as flood risk, ecological designations, conservation areas and presence of the
Best and Most Versatile agricultural land.
A significant number of the objections also reference proposed developments at West Street and manor farm as
some of their key concerns in impacting on village character and highway safety in particular. As the emerging
Local Plan Review is still at an early stage in its preparation and representations have yet to be considered, only
extremely limited weight can be attached to it, as reflected in the guidance in paragraph 48 of the NPPF.
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA)
The site of the proposed development is identified as a suitable, available and developable site in the HELAA,
which is part of the evidence base to support the emerging Local Plan Review. The HELAA site E/ABTE/0013 has
been assessed as a suitable site for up to 35 dwellings, as a reduced density was suggested due to conservation
issues and the need for landscape mitigation.
However, the identification of potential sites within the HELAA does not imply that planning permission would be
granted if an application were to be submitted. The HELAA is a high level assessment. All planning applications
must therefore continue to be considered against the appropriate policies within the adopted Development Plan,
having regard to any other material considerations.
Brownfield Register
The proposed development site at Manor Farm was previously included on the Brownfield Land Register 2018.
This was brought to the attention of the Strategic Planning team in August 2019. Following this communication, the
site was reassessed. Planning Practice Guidance for Brownfield Land Registers states that land registers will
provide up-to-date and consistent information on sites that local authorities consider to be appropriate for
residential development having regard to the criteria set out in Regulation 4 of the Town and Country Planning
(Brownfield Land Register) Regulations 2017.
On undertaking a desktop review of the Manor Farm site, it was considered that the site is 'greenfield' as the
agricultural buildings on the site are not included in the definition of previously developed land (reference Annex 2
of the NPPF). This oversight was corrected and the site was removed from the register.
National Planning Policy Framework
Paragraph 11 of the NPPF notes that the relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered upto-date if a local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year housing land supply:
For decision-taking this means:
c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay; or
d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining
the application are out-of-date, granting permission unless:
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear
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reason for refusing the development proposed; or
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed
against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.
The associated footnote in the NFFP states that the above policies are out of date in "situations where the local
planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites (with the appropriate buffer,
as set out in paragraph 73)".
However, the fact that policies relevant to the supply of housing are deemed "out-of-date" by reference to the NPPF
does not mean they should be ignored. As confirmed by several judgments the NPPF does not displace the
statutory framework for the determination of planning applications and does not prescribe that little or no weight be
given to housing supply policies, that is a matter for the judgement of the decision-maker dealing with a particular
application and the facts of each individual case. There are various Supreme Court judgements and High Court
judgements in this respect and makes it clear that "the absence of a five-year supply of housing land is not
necessarily conclusive in favour of the grant of planning permission. Furthermore, and for the avoidance of doubt,
Paragraph 11 of the NPPF is not irrefutable, and the analysis of material considerations may indeed move the
decision-maker away from the presumption in favour of the grant of planning permission."
Housing Land Supply
Policy SS5; 'Delivering New Housing Growth' sets housing delivery targets for each of the 14 named settlements in
the hierarchy and sets a delivery target for all Rural Settlements collectively (2,242 dwellings). Abbas &
Templecombe is not within the top 14 settlements identified within the hierarchy, which means it has no individual
housing target.
The housing targets for each Rural Centre are listed below:
Bruton - 203 dwellings
Ilchester - 141 dwellings
Martock - 230 dwellings
Milborne Port - 279 dwellings
South Petherton - 229 dwellings
Stoke sub Hamdon - 51 dwellings
The total number of dwellings delivered in Rural Settlements to 31st March 2019 was 3,076 dwellings, exceeding
the total housing requirement for the plan period (2006-2028) by 834 dwellings. This reflects that development in
Rural Settlements has made a significant contribution to housing delivery in South Somerset and more homes have
been delivered in these locations than the settlement strategy envisaged. Larger Rural Settlements appear to have
been the main focus for most development although there are significant commitments in other smaller settlements.
References have been made in various representations to the unacceptably large increase in the number of new
dwellings in the settlement, both in terms of this proposal and previous decisions; housing land supply; and that
rural settlements within South Somerset have met their housing allocation targets.
With that in mind further advice has been provided by the Council's Strategic Planning Team.
Monitoring demonstrates that from the beginning of the adopted Local Plan period (April 2006) to 31st May 2020,
62 dwellings have been delivered within Abbas and Templecombe. There are commitments (extant planning
permissions) for a further 84 dwellings within or adjacent to the settlement as at 31st May 2020. As a result, there is
potentially a total of 146 dwellings to be delivered within the Plan period (2006 - 2028). This figure would rise to 206
dwellings should this application be granted.
Further planning applications for additional new dwellings within the settlement have also been considered by
Committee where decisions to grant planning permissions have been resolved, subject to the prior completion of
Section 106 Agreements. At the time of compiling this report, the legal agreements have not been signed and
completed and thus no decisions have been issued. Nevertheless such decisions and resolutions should be taken
into account, and these include:
18/00650/OUT. Demolition of the existing buildings and the erection of 19 No. dwellings with associated access
and parking (outline application). Knights Templar Court Nursing Home, Throop Road.
19/00123/OUT. Demolition of the existing buildings and the erection of up to 21 dwellings with associated access
and parking (Outline application). Knights Templar Court Nursing Home, Throop Road.
19/01604/OUT. Outline application with all matters reserved save for access for residential development for up to
49 dwellings including landscaping, drainage and new vehicle access from West Street. Land at Coombe Farm, OS
Plots 4300 Part and 4613 Part, West Street.
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Note: Both 18/00650/OUT and 19/00123/OUT relate to the same site. Only one of the developments can be
implemented should both applications be approved. 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.
Thus, including the current application proposal at Manor Farm for 60 dwellings, potentially there are proposals for
a total of either 130 or 128 dwellings in Templecombe, for which decisions have yet to be issued. As stated above,
there is potentially a total of 146 dwellings to be delivered within the Plan period (2006-2028) (i.e total of
completions and commitments). Overall, this gives a potential of 274 new dwellings in Templecombe.
The 2011 census statistics show that the built-up area (BUA) for Templecombe comprised 746 dwellings and had a
population of 1,572. 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 84 dwellings committed, the village will
potentially increase in size by 15% from 2011. Should this application be approved for a further 60 dwellings, this
would potentially result in a 23% increase in the number of dwellings in the village since 2011, without accounting
for the other applications at West Street 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.
However, at present, the Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of housing sites. The Council's Five Year
Housing Supply Statement (October 2019) has concluded that it is only possible to demonstrate a supply
equivalent to about 4.5 years based upon the assessment of future housing land supply for the period 2019/2020 to
2023/2024, (this equates to 4,711 dwellings).
The Council accepts that it is unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply and that a presumption in
favour of sustainable development exists. As referred to above, paragraph 11 of the NPPF states that plans and
decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development and grant permission when decision
taking where the policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date (this includes
circumstances where there is no five-year supply of deliverable housing sites with the appropriate buffer), and
therefore less weight can be afforded to policies that affect the supply of housing. Paragraph 11 is therefore a
significant material consideration with regard to the tilted balance in favour presumption of sustainable
development.
Planning Balance
According to evidence in the Local Plan Review document "The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated
'Villages' (November 2018), Abbas & Templecombe is the fourth largest Rural Settlement with a good level of local
service provision, including a primary school, local convenience shop/Post Office, village hall, faith facility, doctor's
surgery and children's play area. The former pub has been converted to a convenience store on the High Street.
There is also significant employment provision within the settlement, reinforced by a recent permission for an
industrial building (Use Class B2) opposite Thales. Abbas & Templecombe also has a train station (on the
Exeter/Waterloo line) and the A357 passes through the settlement to join the A303 at Wincanton, 5 miles to the
north. There is also bus service 58 (Wincanton-Sherborne-Yeovil) every 1-2 hours, Monday to Saturday.
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. The Peripheral Landscape Study identifies that
there is landscape capacity for development on this site taking into account landscape character and sensitivity;
and historic, wildlife or environmental constraints.
Concern has been raised locally regarding the inherent unsustainability of the location. However, mindful of the
variety of services and facilities referred to above, the settlement is considered to be a sustainable location that can
support a reasonable level of housing growth. This weighs in favour of the application, having regard to Policy SD1.
Additionally, granting permission would contribute positively to the Council's supply of market and affordable
housing, with the accompanying social and economic benefits. The residents of the new dwellings would support
local businesses through their expenditure. The application proposes affordable housing at 35% for Templecombe
and is therefore compliant with the required provisions for Policy SS2 and Policy HG3. In addition, there would be
temporary economic benefits during the construction phase in that construction jobs would be generated together
with associated expenditure in the local economy. Although these economic benefits that would arise during the
construction period would be temporary, nevertheless it is considered that such material considerations should be
given great weight.
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Nevertheless, in coming to a decision on this application, these benefits should be considered with, inter alia, any
other impacts (positive or negative) identified, including adverse impacts against the harm to the settlement
hierarchy defined in Policy SS1, and inconsistency with Policy SS5 that requires the scale of development to be
commensurate with its tier in the settlement hierarchy.
It is arguable whether the proposed development would be commensurate with the scale and character of the
settlement, when considered in the context of housing growth within the plan period (i.e. the completions and
commitments already granted within the plan period, together with those approvals that are imminent subject to the
completion of Section 106 Agreements). The level of housing, should this application be granted permission, would
equate to the levels of growth allocated to the Rural Centres such as Martock and South Petherton, both of which
have a significantly greater number of dwellings (2,083 and 1,488 respectively as at 2011 compared to 746 in
Templecombe), larger populations (4,456 and 3,092 respectively as at 2018 compared to 1,572 in Templecombe),
a wider range of services and facilities, and a defined retail role. The size of settlement can be seen in context to
be similar to the Rural Centre of Stoke-sub-Hamdon (771 dwellings in 2011 and 1,642 population in 2018).
However the level of growth directed to that Rural Centre (51 dwellings) is considerably lower than the growth
already permitted at Templecombe. Therefore the proposal must be considered contrary to Local Plan Policy SS1.
In addition, it also does not generally have the support of the local community. As such, the scheme does not fully
comply with Local Plan.
However, as SSDC cannot currently demonstrate a five year supply of housing land, elements of the housing policy
must be considered out of date. As such, it is considered that the LPA cannot rely on the proscriptions of that policy
in regard to scale and character and general community support, but must accept that the settlement is broadly
sustainable and capable of supporting some residential development. As such, although the proposal is contrary to
Policy SS2 of the Local Plan, only limited weight can be applied to this adverse impact in the planning balance.
Local concern has been raised that there are is no need for any new dwellings in the settlement. However, there is
a district wide shortage of housing, and this proposal will potentially contribute up to 60 dwellings towards the
supply of housing. A perceived lack of a local requirement for the housing does not outweigh the district wide
requirement for housing.
There has been concern expressed locally about the level of development proposed and the impact on the
provision of local infrastructure. In particular in relation to the primary school and medical facilities.
The County Education Authority advises that the primary and pre-school are at capacity and require expansion to
enable the pupils from this development to be educated in the catchment schools. This development of 60
dwellings would generate 6 early years pupils, 20 primary pupils and 9 secondary pupils. In accordance with
current build costs, the Education Authority seeks financial contributions to achieve the necessary build to
accommodate the extra children from this development. This would amount to £102,444 for early years/pre-school
and £341,480 for the primary school expansion, to be secured within a Section 106 Agreement. King Arthurs
secondary school currently has capacity and therefore no funding is required for that school at present.
Other than this, such concerns are not supported by other technical consultees or service providers and, where
necessary, details can be conditioned. No service supply issues (e.g. healthcare, sewers etc.) have been identified
in Templecombe by the providers in relation to the currently proposed development. As such, even when taking
potential cumulative impacts into account, the concerns are not sufficient reason to warrant refusal of the scheme.
As stated above, the Council acknowledges its current lack of a 5 year housing land supply at which point policies
relating to housing constraint are considered not to be 'up-to-date'. In these circumstances, the provisions of NPPF
paragraph 11(d) are engaged and the presumption in favour of sustainable development applies, where it is
expected that planning permission will be granted unless "any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole".
The provisions of NPPF paragraph 11(d) do not preclude the emphasis within the NPPF to promote a plan-led
approach. Therefore, whilst there is a tilted balance in favour of development due to the provision of paragraph
11(d), an assessment must be made of the application's conformity with the Local Plan when read as a whole.
Where any conflicts with individual policies occur, this must be balanced against the merits of the specific proposals
applying the test set out in NPPF paragraph 11(d).
Impact on Setting of Listed Building
The policy framework is as follows:
Section 66(1) of the of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when
considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the
LPA shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting, or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses. Section 72 of the Act contains similar requirements with respect
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to buildings or land in a conservation area. In this context, "preserving", means doing no harm.
The National Planning Policy Framework Chapter 16 'Conserving and enhancing the historic environment' requires
us to assess the impact that development will have on a heritage asset.
Paragraph 185 states:
In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of
any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be
proportionate to the assets' importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the
proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment record should have been consulted
and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site on which
development is proposed includes or has the potential to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, local
planning authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where
necessary, a field evaluation.
Paragraph 192 states:
o
In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of:
o
the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable
uses consistent with their conservation;
o
the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities
including their economic vitality; and
o
the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.
Paragraph 193 states:
When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great
weight should be given to the asset's conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be.
Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its
setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification.
Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to
or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck
sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage
Sites, should be wholly exceptional.
In particular Paragraph 196 states:
Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage
asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum
viable use.
Local Plan Policy EQ3 reflects the NPPF guidance. Heritage assets must be conserved and where appropriate
enhanced for their historic significance and important contribution to local distinctiveness, character and sense of
place. In addition Policy EQ2 requires all new development proposals to be designed to achieve a high quality
which promotes the District's local distinctiveness and preserves or enhances the character and appearance of the
District.
As advised in its initial consultation response dated 11th February 2020:
"Historic England's interest lies in the grade II* listed Manor House. The Manor House is a linear 17th century
building located on a much earlier medieval site and likely to contain earlier fabric within its construction. The
manor site was as a Preceptory of the Knight's Templar until the end of the 13th century. A Preceptory was the
name given to a manor or estate owned and run by an order of knights and governed by a preceptor. After the 13th
century, the site was then owned by the Knights Hospitallers until 1540s, following which it fell into private
ownership. During the 17th century, significant works were undertaken on the site, the evidence of which is the
current building.
The former complex associated with the site is understood to be much larger than the surviving standing building
and maybe evident as belowground archaeology. The Heritage Statement suggests that the most significant
remains of the site's history are likely to be preserved on and around the site of either the farmhouse or manor
house. However, this does not preclude the potential for further archaeological remains being found within the
setting of the complex. 17th-19th century earthworks have been identified within the application site associated with
the garden of the Manor House. There is still potential for below ground archaeology to positively contribute to our
understanding of the designated asset and therefore, the significance it holds. This has not been considered within
the submitted Heritage Statement by Heritage Collective although the archaeological potential of the site is
assessed in its own right in the submitted Desk Based Assessment by CgMs (Para 189, NPPF).
The complex has sat outside the boundaries of the Templecombe settlement until the expansion of the village
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during the 20th century. During this period, the green rural setting was significantly eroded by modern
development. The last link held by the property to the rural landscape is the north-west corner of the application
site. It provides views down the valley to the surrounding countryside. Although there is a significant hedge along
the boundary of the site, this landscape still forms a clear element of the experience and appreciation of the asset,
the last vestiges of its rural setting and therefore due to its rarity holds greater value in terms of the contribution it
makes to the significance of the asset."
When assessing the initial proposal for 80 dwellings within the setting of the Grade II* listed Manor House, Historic
England commented:
Development is proposed up to the northern boundary of the site and extending into the green setting of the house
to the west. Steps have been taken to address the impact of development into the green setting of the Manor
House by retaining a small strip of land, which will allow for restricted views out to the surrounding countryside. In
our view, this further encroachment of modern development into this green setting, will create a more prominent
feature eroding the last section of the grade II* listed Manor House's rural significance. This is a key component in
understand the former position and relationship of the historic complex with its former surrounding landscape.
Consequently, this will result in harm.
Due to the impact being harmful, the proposal fails to preserve or better reveal the significance of the affected
heritage asset (Para 200, NPPF). In that respect, it also fails to ensure that the new development makes a positive
contribution to local character and distinctiveness of the area and the associated heritage assets (Para 192,
NPPF).
As the asset affected is grade II* listed, great weight should be given to the asset's conservation when considering
the impact of proposals. As the building is grade II*, it forms the top 8% of all listed buildings in England and
consequently has been designated due to its more than special interest (Para 193, NPPF).
We are convinced that a less harmful layout can identified within the application site that will allow for a more
meaningful buffer to be created to the grade II* listed Manor House. In our view, alternative layouts, avoiding
development in the north-west section while retaining views through the wider countryside, would significantly
minimise the impact to the highly designated asset (Para 190, NPPF). We appreciate that this is outline only, but as
harm has been identified the NPPF requires that any identified harm should be clear and convincingly justified
(Para 194, NPPF). As part of that justification, the council should explore whether an alternative scheme could be
accommodated on the site that avoided the harmful impact identified."
Mindful of such expressed concerns, further discussions took place involving the applicant's agents, Historic
England and the Council's Conservation Specialist culminating in the current amended proposal for 60 dwellings,
the submission of a revised masterplan and the submission of an amended Heritage Statement (June 2020).
In its further consultation response dated 16th July 2020, Historic England commented that the revised masterplan
allows the grade II* listed Manor to retain a more meaningful link to its rural setting and that the current amended
plan looks to respond to concerns raised by Historic England regarding the response of the master plan to the site's
heritage constraints. In particular Historic England stated:
"The design and layout of the proposed masterplan, following the reduction in the number of units, has allowed for
the creation of a more meaningful green space within the setting of the Manor. Along the proposed boundary, the
reduced density and maximum 2 storey height, as well as the greater use of open space assists in creating a more
gradual transition between the development and Manor Green.
The level of harm has been substantially reduced by the most recent amendments. The residual harm will need to
be considered by the council as part of their wider planning balance set out under Para 196, NPPF.
If the council are minded to approve the application, then they will need to ensure that careful consideration at the
reserved matters stage to the design and materials of the new buildings as well as a comprehensive landscaping
scheme."
The Council's Conservation Specialist has commented on the application proposal and, in response to the
amended scheme for 60 dwellings, acknowledges that there is a potential scheme that would protect the setting of
the grade II*listed Manor Farm. However this current proposal causes him concern, particularly in that the outline
nature of the application in such a sensitive location provides no confidence to him that the scheme can be
delivered without causing harm to the heritage asset.
He accepts that there are existing agricultural buildings on the site, which are large but are not at odds with the
rural vernacular architecture. His main concern is around the setting of the Manor Farm. He comments:
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"To be clear this is not just about the inter-visibility between the development and the historic asset. It is equally
about the views in which the heritage asset and the development can be seen. This was discussed in case the
Steer v SSCLG (2017). Whilst it was struck down in the Court of Appeal, it was accepted that important views of
the development and the heritage asset represent setting. However the view was not endless. Accordingly the
strategic views of the heritage asset were agreed by SSDC, Historic England and the applicant. These have been
tested from the north east looking back towards the development and heritage asset. This analysis has led to the
removal of the development proposed in the north of the site which I welcome. I am concerned that the buildings in
the south of the site extend too far north into the strategic views that are the setting of the listed building. This
erodes the final links that the farm has to its rural setting. Being in outline we have no control over the design and
mitigation of the harm is not possible."
"In this case it is considered that the proposed changes will cause 'less than substantial' harm to the heritage asset
as described in paragraph 196. This is in the medium range of the spectrum of harm in this category. It is also
contrary to paragraphs 192 and 193 of NPPF and local plan policies EQ2 and EQ3. This is primarily about the
encroachment of the development into the strategic views of Manor Farm and the erosion of its rural character.
Approval would only be acceptable if public benefit could be identified to offset the harm to the heritage asset.
Accordingly I formally oppose this application."
As has been acknowledged in the preceding section of this report, there are public benefits associated with this
application proposal. These include:
a) the proposal being of benefit in helping to address that five years shortfall of deliverable housing sites,
b) the proposal making a contribution towards the particular acute need for affordable housing (35%),
c) the site being reasonably accessible to local services and facilities and well located in terms of accessibility by
sustainable means,
d) the economic and social benefits that would accrue (construction jobs, residents supporting local businesses,
contributions to Council Tax, New Homes Bonus), and
e) Contributions towards local infrastructure improvements.
Notwithstanding these benefits, and also acknowledging that Historic England has commented that the level of
harm that would result from the proposed 60 dwellings proposal as indicated on the revised masterplan has been
substantially reduced as compared to the original 80 dwellings proposal, nevertheless the current amended
proposal would still cause 'less than substantial harm' to the setting of the designated heritage asset through the
loss of an element of its rural context and setting. It is considered that this level of harm would outweigh the
perceived public benefits. As such the proposed development is considered to be contrary to Policies EQ2 and
EQ3 of the Local Plan and relevant guidance within the NPPF.
Archaeology
Paragraph 189 of the NPPF advises that, where a site includes heritage assets with archaeological interest,
developers should submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.
Paragraph 199 requires developers to record and advance understanding of any heritage asset to be lost (wholly or
in part) in a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and to make this evidence (and any archive
generated) publicly accessible.
In its consultation response of 11th February 2020, Historic England provided an assessment of the proposals on
potential below ground archaeology and stated:
"In terms of the archaeological implications, given the close proximity and pattern of settlement development it is
likely that any archaeological remains preserved on the development site have the potential to make a positive
contribution to the significance the Manor House derives from its setting (NPPF 190/194). Consequently, whilst the
submitted documentation indicates that the remains are not thought sufficiently significant to preclude development
(NPPF 197) some areas may nonetheless warrant consideration for preservation.
We would recommend that your authority are guided by the advice of your specialist archaeological adviser at
South West Heritage Trust in this regard and in all other matters pertaining to the investigation and treatment of
archaeological remains on the site."
In this respect South West Heritage Trust (SWHT) has been consulted and advises:
"The submitted information pertaining to archaeology is sufficient to determine the significance of the heritage asset
and the outline Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) does describe an appropriate response to the archaeological
issues. It is clear from the WSI that a the mitigation will require a trial trench evaluation and based on the results of
the trenching a second phase of investigation will be agreed with the LPA which, may be excavation of specific
areas of the site."
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For this reason SWHT recommends that the developer be required to archaeologically investigate the heritage
asset and provide a report on any discoveries made as indicated in the NPPF (paragraph 199). This can be
secured by the use of appropriately worded conditions attached to any permission granted.
Visual Impact
Local Plan Policy EQ2 refers to development in general and requires development proposals to preserve and
enhance the character of the district. Development proposals must, amongst other criteria, seek to conserve and
enhance the landscape character of the area, reinforce local distinctiveness and respect local context and have
due regard to site specific considerations.
There has been local concern expressed as to the position of the proposed development, and the impact it will
have on the character of the area and the wider landscape. In this respect it should be noted that the site is not
subject to any special landscape protection designations.
Accompanying this application is an Arboricultural Impact Assessment (December 2019) prepared by Aspect
Arboriculture, with a subsequent Addendum to that Assessment (June 2020) and a detailed Report on Landscape
and Visual Matters (December 2019), together with drawing no. 0360 L2, Site Appraisal Plan, prepared by David
Williams Landscape Consultancy, and a subsequent Updated Report (June 2020).
The initial Report on Landscape and Visual Matters submitted in respect of the 80 dwellings scheme, and the
subsequent Updated Report submitted in respect of the amended 60 dwellings proposal, provided the overall
conclusions along the following lines:
"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. WN 29/12 and in adjoining residents' views.
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 or key
landscape characteristics of the area."
The Council has sought its own advice from an independent Landscape Consultant, Charles Potterton, who has
visited the site and provided detailed comments. He is of the opinion that "the site has potential for 'some'
development, but the unique set of constraints provided by this site mean that density should not be any measure
of acceptability or appropriateness."
In terms of landscape character, Mr Potterton comments as follows:
"Landscape character.
I disagree with the LVIA at 3.25-3.27 and consider that these notes are to do with threats to the rural landscape
and are not intended as any form of justification for any development. Indeed, 'widespread concern amongst parish
councils at the loss of identify, sense of place and the urbanisation of the countryside' would suggest reasons why
not to develop.
At 3.66 of the LVIA, the site is given a rating of 'moderate to low' value. I suggest that it actually has an increased
value because of its historical importance. Historic England also take a different view in regard to its rarity and
therefore value. In their response dated 11th Feb 2020 'The complex has sat outside the boundaries of the Templecombe settlement until the expansion of the village
during the 20th century. During this period, the green rural setting was significantly eroded by modern
development. The last link held by the property to the rural landscape is the north-west corner of the application
site. It provides views down the valley to the surrounding countryside. Although there is a significant hedge along
the boundary of the site, this landscape still forms a clear element of the experience and appreciation of the asset,
the last vestiges of its rural setting and therefore due to its rarity holds greater value in terms of the contribution it
makes to the significance of the asset'.
It is accepted that this statement was made in regard to the setting of the listed building, but it still relates to the
same piece of land. That letter (from HE) also go on to say 'We are convinced that a less harmful layout can identified within the application site that will allow for a more
meaningful buffer to be created to the grade II* listed Manor House. In our view, alternative layouts, avoiding
development in the north-west section while retaining views through the wider countryside, would significantly
minimise the impact to the highly designated asset (Para 190, NPPF)'.
There will clearly be a change to the character of the site and to its immediate surroundings with any development
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(in whatever form). Changes to landscape character can be reduced to a more acceptable level by ensuring that
the overall quantum of development and the exact nature of the layout is appropriate.
Changes to the character of the wider landscape can also be kept to a minimum by ensuring that the layout is as
discrete as possible. With such a prominent hilltop site, this does provide a challenge which is discussed in the
section on visual impact below. Lighting in the landscape must also be considered.
At present, I believe that the development is too large in terms of physical extent and thereby causes harm to the
character of the landscape. I also consider that the layout does not respond properly to the landscape constraints
of the site."
Mr Potterton goes on to comment about visual impact, namely:
"Visual impact.
As noted, the site includes an important promontory that sits some 30m higher than the wider landscape. The LVIA
mentions a ZTV at 3.47, but I am unable to find this. The nearest is a Visual Appraisal Plan (L3 A) in the
appendices.
I question the LVIA at 3.36 and 3.68 c where it says that the site is 'surrounded by built development on two sides'.
Surrounded means to be 'all around', which clearly is not the case. I also find 3.70 contradictory as it states that
'because of the Site's open character and localised visibility' whereas in 3.68 (h) it is described as 'relatively well
contained and enclosed in the local landscape'.
A finer grained analysis constraints and opportunities shows that the site can be divided into a number of distinct
'areas' (labelled only to aid future identification / discussion) A. Site entrance and flat plateau (to include existing car park / buildings)
B. Eastern and southern facing slopes (outer part of the site)
C. Rectangular area south of Templars Barton and east of Temple View & Templars Retreat (smaller internal area)
D. Lower area west of PROW WN 29/12 and south of No's 17-35 High St
In respect of Area A, I consider that there is potential for development in this area but development must not move
any further east than a line drawn along the back of the existing shed. To move any further out would cause
significant visual harm (and harm to wider landscape character). The removal of the farm buildings may be a
benefit.
In respect of Area B, I consider that this is the most sensitive in terms of wider visual impact and resulting harms to
wider landscape character. There should be no built development in this area and the focus must be providing
appropriate mitigation for any development on Area A.
An increase in boundary planting at the lower areas of the site will be least successful in screening or filtering views
of buildings that are located at a higher level. In some cases, screen planting will be best located nearer to the
viewer (as opposed to nearer to the object being screened).
With Area C, I am aware that here is a combined and enhanced sensitivity around archaeology and setting of the
listed building. There is also a close relationship with existing residential properties at Templars Barton. I do not
think there should be any built development in this sensitive area, but it does need an appropriate soft landscape
solution that addresses these issues.
Lastly, Area D. This is closely related to the properties along High St and East St. It is also closest to the PROW.
Having said that, it does sit much lower in the landscape and I consider that there is some scope for built
development here. I am aware of the need to also balance and 'feather into' the issues related to Area C and that
will inevitably restrict development.
Whilst I have identified that there is potential for some development on the site, it does present a complex array of
issues and constraints that must be dealt with appropriately. In this regard, I find that the current iteration of the
scheme (drg 406 J) is acceptable in so far as it includes an appropriate density and layout of units on Area A and
avoids development on Areas C and D. Unfortunately, in my opinion, the proposed layout extends too far to the
east across Area B and, as explained above, because this area is very sensitive in terms of wider visual impact and
wider landscape character, this part of the scheme will cause an unacceptable level of harm.
I must therefore conclude that the scheme as shown on 406 Rev J is unacceptable in its current format."
In response to the above consultation response from Mr Potterton, the applicant's Landscape Consultant has
submitted a further detailed report. The purpose of this report was to review the scope/policy context and
methodology used by Charles Potterton and whether the Council's Landscape Response (CLR) follows relevant
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technical guidance from the Landscape Institute and whether it is consistent with methods/guidance promoted by
Natural England; to review the contents of the CLR and whether the comments made are supported by analysis
and evidence and whether the reasoning and conclusions reached are fair and transparent; and to draw
conclusions arising from the above and summarise the recommendations of the review.
This report is on the website as a public document and concludes:
"a) That the CLR is does not follow any recognised approach or methodology to review landscape and visual
appraisals and does not adhere to "Technical Guidance Note 1/20", published by the Landscape Institute;
b) That it is uncertain what approach or method was used to undertake the assessment of the Site in order to reach
the judgements and conclusion made on the sensitivities of the Site and likely landscape and visual impacts;
c) That the CLR is based on a cursory assessment of the Site and judgement reached relating to areas of the Site
suitability for development are not supported by analysis or evidence and are 'opinions' of the author;
d) Lastly in a number of places in the CLR, the word 'acceptable' is used. However, it is not for the landscape
consultant to advise on the acceptability of the proposed development, that is for the decision maker (Planning
Officer or Planning Committee) after taking into account all of the relevant material considerations of the
application, rather is the role of the consultant to check the method used accords with GLVIA3, that the process is
followed, check the baseline, content and finding of the assessment, whether it is complete i.e. error or omissions,
and whether the assessment is clear and consistent and if the levels of effects has been addressed."
A subsequent response from Mr Potterton to various points raised by the applicant's Landscape Consultant has
been received and is also on the website. He raises no issues in his response that materially alter the opinions
previously expressed.
This is an outline application which seeks to establish the principle of development and access. All other matters of
appearance, landscaping, layout and scale are reserved for future submission, consideration and determination. An
illustrative Masterplan (Rev J) has been submitted indicating where and how the quantum of 60 dwellings could be
accommodated on the application site. Whilst it is considered that residential development could be provided on
parts of the site without causing unacceptable detriment to the landscape character and appearance of the area,
there are other parts of the site (on parts of the eastern and southern slopes of the site as identified by Mr
Potterton) on which residential development is indicated on the Masterplan which would cause significant harm to
the rural character of that part of the site and the wider landscape in which the site is situated within. Residential
development should not be proposed on such slopes.
With that concern in mind, it is considered that the illustrative Masterplan has not demonstrated that the proposed
quantum of residential development (together with associated curtilages, residential paraphernalia,
garaging/parking areas, access roads and drives thereto) can be accommodated on the site without resultant
unacceptable detriment to the character and appearance of the area.
Consequently it is considered that the proposed development would not comply with Policy EQ2 of the Local Plan.
Access and Highway Safety
Local Plan Policy TA5 requires all new development to securing inclusive, safe and convenient access on foot,
cycle, and by public and private transport that addresses the needs of all, and to ensure that the expected nature
and volume of traffic and parked vehicles generated by the development would not have a detrimental impact on
the character or amenity of the area and would not compromise the safety and/or function of the local or strategic
road networks in terms of both volume and type of traffic generated.
Policy TA6 states that parking provision in new development should be design-led and based upon site
characteristic, location and accessibility. The parking arrangements within SCC's Parking Strategy will be applied
within the District.
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if
there would be unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network
would be severe.
Paragraph 106 of the NPPF advises that maximum parking standards for residential and non-residential
development should only be set where there is clear and compelling justification that they are necessary for
managing the local road network.
Access is considered at this stage. The proposed development proposes a single vehicle and pedestrian access
onto Combe Hill (A357) with provision of a new footway alongside the north eastern edge of the County highway.
Also proposed is a new footpath within the application site linking to the existing public right of way access on to
East Street to the north.
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Much local concern has been raised about the inadequacies of the highway infrastructure to cope satisfactorily
with, not only existing volumes of traffic but also the increased traffic generations that would result from this
proposed development, together with those from the other unimplemented approvals for additional housing. Such
concern includes inadequate footway provision in East Street, narrowing of the A357, inadequate location of the
vehicular access to serve the proposed development and inadequate visibility.
The County Highway Authority, in its initial consultation response dated 12th February 2020 to the application
proposal as originally submitted, advised that the submitted Transport Assessment did not satisfactorily show that
the proposal would be acceptable in highway terms for several reasons.
In addition, the Highway Authority noted that an adjacent site to the south east of the access has permission for a
new access in close proximity to that proposed for this application. In the interests of highway safety and to reduce
the number of conflict points along this section of road, the Highway Authority made the suggestion that the two
developers liaise over amalgamating sites and providing just one point of access.
Following the submission of an Addendum to the Transport Assessment (23 March 2020), the Highway Authority
offered further comments in its consultation response dated 7th April 2020, namely:
The Highway Authority presented comments recently which raised concerns over the level of traffic passing along
Combe Hill and the impact on the signalised shuttle working section of the A357, and the junction of the A357/A30.
This Authority is conscious that the local residents have raised concerns over the number of different development
proposals which have been presented in Templecombe over recent years. As such the Highway Authority asked
for additional information from the developer in order to ensure any decision made was based on robust evidence.
The developer has now provided additional material which has been assessed and the impact on the shuttle
working section has been deemed acceptable in highway terms.
For the junction of the A357 and A30, this scheme on its own will not create capacity issues, it is suggested
however that the Local Planning Authority take consideration to the cumulative impacts of all the other
development sites in and around Templecombe. The transport assessment has shown that cumulatively the
developments in the area will mean this junction has practically no spare capacity.
Whilst it would be considered unreasonable to request that this applicant addresses the capacity issues generated
by other developments and background growth, the capacity assessment results have shown that the combined
effect of development will worsen the operation of the junction.
Overall, when considering purely the development proposal as submitted it is considered that the predicted
worsening of the operation of the junction as a result of the proposed development is unlikely to be classified as
'severe' in terms of the NPPF.
The development is to be provided with a suitable access junction arrangement;
o
Site access road carriageway width of 5.5m (wide enough for two large vehicles to pass each other);
o
2m footway provision on the north west side of the access road (0.5m margin on the south east side of the
access road);
o
Visibility splay to the north 2.4m x 42m (appropriate for the observed 85th percentile wet weather speeds of
29.4mph for southbound traffic on Combe Hill to the north west of the site access);
o
Visibility splay to the south of 2.4m x 60m (appropriate for the observed 85th percentile wet weather
speeds of 34.5mph for northbound traffic on Combe Hill to the south east of the site access);
o
Forward visibility for a right turning vehicle of 42m (appropriate for the observed 85th percentile wet
weather speeds of 29.4mph for southbound traffic on Combe Hill to the north west of the site access);
o
A new footway on the north east side of Combe Hill between the proposed site access and Manor House
for a distance of circa 125m where there is a proposed dropped kerb crossing to the existing south west side
footway.
The Highway Authority still considered a joint access with the adjacent site to the south would be beneficial.
However, if planning permission were to be granted for this development proposal, the Highway Authority has
recommended various highways related conditions and mitigation measures reflected either in Section 106
requirements, planning conditions or informatives.
Following re-consultation in respect of the amended proposal for 60 dwellings, in its response dated 16th July
2020, the Highway Authority noted that a range of mitigation measures are proposed, and that this scheme was
previously deemed acceptable in highway terms. The reduction in number of units would lower the level of traffic
generated by the site and as such the Highway Authority did not consider the proposal as now submitted would
cause a highway safety or efficiency issue. Previously recommended highways conditions and clauses to be
included within a section 106 Agreement were re-iterated.
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Overall, the application is considered to be in a sustainable location, having regard to the scale of development
proposed and the role and function of the settlement which benefits from a variety of local facilities and amenities.
The increase in vehicle movements as a result of the proposed development does not give rise to an objection on
traffic generation or highway safety grounds from the Highway Authority and is therefore deemed to be acceptable
in accordance with Local Plan Policies TA5 and TA6 and relevant guidance within the NPPF.
Flooding and Drainage
The application site is at a low risk of flooding, lying as it does within Flood Zone 1. Nevertheless, local concern has
been expressed about flooding of site and surrounds.
The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) has reviewed the Flood Risk Assessment and accompanying appendices
submitted with this outline application. The development proposes to use an attenuation and infiltration based
approach to manage surface water from the development, and is acceptable in principle as the FRA includes initial
infiltration tests. The soakage test results in the single trial pit where the infiltration basin will be located at this
stage prove favourable, but the LLFA suggests further investigation may be needed in this area to confirm rates,
the tests being undertaken at the end of the summer. The LLFA strongly supports the use of infiltration, in
accordance with the SuDS hierarchy but prior to finalising the drainage scheme, but it is good practice for tests to
be undertaken after a period of heavy rainfall or during the winter period, to reflect any seasonal fluctuations that
may occur. If it is not possible or desirable at this stage for the developer to undertake further tests, a secondary
feasible means of surface water disposal (e.g. to watercourse) should be outlined. It is assumed that there are no
groundwater sensitivities or other constraints where infiltration is proposed. The developer has been advised to
refer to Chapter 25 of the SuDS Manual (C753).
The LLFA has welcomed the strong SuDS approach taken, utilising infiltration where possible, and using surfacebased attenuation and conveyance features such as swales to minimise piped network. Raingardens adjacent
properties are also shown to be viable, and this helps integrate SuDS into wider landscaping proposals to achieve
multiple benefits. Further source control features, such as permeable paving, will also form part of the design.
Some further consideration of the flow routes through the site should be undertaken as the scheme emerges, as
the retention of the existing wall would seem important to ensuring flows do not enter the site from east/north east.
An alternative means of intercepting and managing these routes through the site may need to be considered.
The LLFA has no objection in principle to the proposed development, as submitted, subject to the comments above
and a drainage condition being applied to any grant of outline permission.
Both Wessex Water and the Environment Agency have been consulted but have offered no comments.
Taking into account the above, it is considered that the application accords with the requirements of Local Plan
Policy EQ1 and relevant guidance within the NPPF5
Ecology
Local Planning Authorities have a statutory duty to ensure that the impact of development on wildlife is fully
considered during the determination of a planning application under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended), Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, The Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 (Habitats Regulations 2017). Policy EQ4 of the Local Plan also require proposals to pay
consideration to the impact of development on wildlife and to provide mitigation measures where appropriate.
The County Ecologist notes that an Ecological Appraisal of the application site was carried out by Aspect Ecology
and reported in November 2019. The application site comprises a farmyard, with buildings, hardstanding,
hedgerows, trees, tall ruderal vegetation and recolonising ground, along with semi-improved grassland pasture.
Five ponds are also present within the site. Features of ecological importance are limited to a single native species
hedgerow, which is to be retained under the proposals and protected during construction. He raises no objections
to the proposal subject to the imposition of several conditions should outline planning permission be forthcoming.
Habitats within the site provide some minor opportunities for foraging bats, particularly the ponds which are likely to
support prey species. However, no bat activity surveys were carried out. Therefore, lacking evidence to the
contrary the Ecologist has to assume the presence of light averse species and therefore recommends the
imposition of a condition requiring the submission of a lighting design for bats.
Several species of bird were recorded on the application site. The proposals may result in a minor loss of woody
vegetation and a number of farm buildings, and this could potentially affect any nesting birds that may be present at
the time of works. A condition would be required relating to the timing of works in order to protect nesting birds.
Abbas Ecology recommends that as the application site does provide opportunities for Hedgehog, which is a
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Priority Species listed on s41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 which obliges the Local
Planning Authority to have regard for the conservation of in carrying out its role. A watching brief is recommended
during vegetative clearance on the site which should be the subject of a suitably worded condition.
The NPPF requires biodiversity enhancement to be provided within development. The County Ecologist
recommends the imposition of a condition requiring the implementation of various biodiversity enhancement
measures.
With the incorporation of such conditions, it is considered that the proposed development would not conflict with the
aims and aspirations of Policy EQ4 of the South Somerset Local Plan and relevant guidance within the NPPF.
Residential Amenity
Due to the application site's edge of village location, potential for residential amenity concerns are limited to
impacts on existing residential properties on the northern western and south western boundaries of the site, in
particular the latter mindful that the illustrative Masterplan indicates no new residential development being
proposed at the northern part of the site. Concern has been expressed by nearby residents about impact on
amenity.
However, the scheme is only seeking outline consent with all detailed matters relating to scale, layout and
appearance being reserved for later consideration. As such, the submitted layout shown on the illustrative
masterplan 19-025 406 Rev J is indicative only. The size of the site is considered adequate to enable an
appropriate scheme to be designed that would avoid any substantive harm to neighbour amenity in terms of
significant and unacceptable dominance, overbearing impact, overshadowing, overlooking and loss of privacy.
It is acknowledged that any proposed residential development on the site could result in loss of views currently
enjoyed by some existing residents. However, planning decisions must be based solely on material planning
considerations. The scope of what constitutes a material consideration is very wide. In general case law has taken
the view that 'planning' is concerned with land use in the public interest, so that the protection of purely private
interests such as the impact of a development on the value of a neighbouring property or loss of private rights to
light could not be material considerations. In this same vein, the loss of private view is not an overriding material
planning consideration that can be taken into account.
The Council's Environmental Protection Officer is mindful of the proximity of the proposed development to nearby
existing properties and recommends conditions to safeguard residential amenity during the construction process.
For these reasons the proposal is not considered to give rise to any demonstrable harm to residential amenity that
would justify a refusal based on Policy EQ2 of the Local Plan.
Loss of Agricultural Land
Agricultural Land Classification is a system used in England and Wales to grade the quality of land for agricultural
use.
Grade 1 - excellent quality agricultural land with no or very minor limitations.
Grade 2 - very good quality agricultural land with minor limitations which affect crop yield, cultivations or harvesting.
Subgrade 3a - good quality agricultural land with moderate limitations that affect the choice of crop, timing and type
of cultivation/harvesting or level of yield. This land can produce moderate to high yields of a narrow range of crops
or moderate yields of a wide range of crops.
Subgrade 3b - moderate quality agricultural land with strong limitations that affect the choice of crop, timing and
type of cultivation/harvesting or level of yield. This land produces moderate yields of a narrow range of crops, low
yields of a wide range of crops and high yields of grass.
Grade 4 - poor quality agricultural land with severe limitations which significantly restrict the range and level of yield
of crops.
Grade 5 - very poor quality agricultural land with very severe limitations which restrict use to permanent pasture or
rough grazing with the exception of occasional pioneer forage crops.
The application site comprises agricultural land classified as being Grade 3. Therefore it is of good to moderate
quality. An Agricultural Land Classification Report, submitted as part of the application documentation, concludes
that the site is subgrade 3b, following a site inspection and desktop research having been undertaken. The site is
suited to grass production for grazing and there is very limited potential for arable cropping due to the soil being
very freely draining and hence lacking in moisture, which significantly affects crop yields. The Council has no
evidence or reason to dispute this conclusion.
Paragraph 170 of the NPPF advises that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local
environment by, amongst other considerations, recognising the economic and other benefits of the best and most
versatile agricultural land.
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There is no relevant policy within the Local Plan specifically applicable to agricultural land protection.
Mindful the site does not comprise "the best and most versatile agricultural land", it is considered that there would
be no justifiable planning reason to refuse permission on the grounds of loss of this agricultural land.
Section 106 Contributions and CIL
The financial contributions requested by the County Education Authority and SSDC's Strategy and Commissioning
Team are noted, as is the recommendation from the County Highway Authority regarding securing Travel Plan
provisions and various highway mitigation measures. The proposal involves the provision of affordable housing
that would require a legal obligation to be entered into ahead of issuing any planning permission. In addition, there
would be a need for the submission of details of any public body or statutory undertaker, Resident's Management
Company, other management company or any other arrangements to manage and maintain public open space;
potential surface water attenuation pond or similar sustainable urban drainage system; landscape "buffer zones",
including any retained and new hedgerows along the application site; and any roads and/or footpaths that may not
be adopted by the Highway Authority.
The application is also liable to CIL.
Conclusions and the Planning Balance
Notwithstanding the benefits of the scheme, including providing housing to help the Council meet its five-year
housing land supply, providing affordable housing, and the economic and social benefits associated with
construction, the harm of approving the proposal would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the
scheme. The proposal would adversely affect landscape character and the character of the area, contrary to Policy
EQ2 of the Local Plan, and would result in 'less than substantial harm' to the setting of the nearby designated
heritage asset, such perceived harm not being outweighed by public benefits, contrary to Policy EQ3 and relevant
guidance within the NPPF as applicable to conserving and enhancing the natural and historic environment. As
such, it is considered that the proposal for the erection of 60 dwellings on the site is considered to be unacceptable
and is recommended for refusal.
RECOMMENDATION
Planning permission is refused for the following reason:

SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING:
01.

02.
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This is an outline application which seeks to establish the principle of development and access. All other
matters of appearance, landscaping, layout and scale are reserved for future submission, consideration and
determination. An illustrative Masterplan no 19-025 406 Rev J has been submitted indicating where and how
the quantum of 60 dwellings could be accommodated on the application site. The Council is of the opinion
that, whilst some residential development can be provided on parts of the site without causing unacceptable
detriment to landscape character and harm to visual amenity, there are other parts of the site, particularly on
the eastern and southern outer slopes where residential development is indicated on the Masterplan and
which the Council considers would cause an unacceptable level of harm to the rural character of that part of
the site and the wider landscape. Development in these areas would also cause an unacceptable level of
harm to the visual amenity of those receptors adjacent to the site as well as those in the wider landscape.
With that concern in mind, it is considered that the illustrative Masterplan has not demonstrated that the
proposed quantum of residential development can be accommodated on the site without resultant
unacceptable levels of harms to the landscape and for which an overriding essential need has not been
justified. The Council is of the opinion therefore that the presumption in favour of sustainable development
does not apply in this case.
As such, the proposal is contrary to Policies SD1 and EQ2 of the South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028.
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).
This is an outline application which seeks to establish the principle of development and access. All other
matters of appearance, landscaping, layout and scale are reserved for future submission, consideration and
determination. Nevertheless, an illustrative Masterplan no 19-025 406 Rev J has been submitted indicating
where and how the quantum of 60 dwellings could be accommodated on the application site. The Council is
of the opinion that part of the site identified for provision of residential development would extend too far
north into the strategic views that are the setting of the nearby Grade II* Listed Building (Manor Farm) and
the erosion of its rural historic character, resulting in 'less than substantial' harm being caused to the

designated heritage asset as described in paragraph 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework. It is
considered that the illustrative Masterplan has not demonstrated that the proposed quantum of residential
development can be accommodated on the site without causing unacceptable detriment to the character and
setting of the designated heritage asset.
As such, the proposal conflicts with the Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990 and, in the absence of any public benefits that would outweigh such harm, is contrary to Policy EQ3
of the South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 and Section 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(2019), in particular paragraphs 192, 193 and 196.
Informatives:
01.
This decision has been taken having regard to the following submitted drawings and documents:
o
Drawing no. 19-025 200 Rev C, dated 24/10/2019. Site Location Plan. Prepared by Origin 3,
o
Drawing no. 19-025 406 Rev J (60 units), dated 25/06/2020. Illustrative Masterplan. Prepared by Origin 3,
o
Drawing no. 19-025 600 Rev C, dated 25/06/2020. Parameter Plan. Prepared by Origin 3,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-019 Rev A, dated 27/11/2019. Proposed Site Access Arrangement From A357.
Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-030 Rev A, dated 30/10/2019. Visibility Splays at site Access. Prepared by iTransport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-031 Rev A, dated 06/11/2019. Proposed Pedestrian Access to East Street.
Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-039, dated 03/12/2019. Proposed Traffic Calming Scheme on A357,
Templecombe. Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-040, dated 03/12/2019. Proposed Traffic Calming Scheme on A357,
Templecombe - Sheet 1 of 3. Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-041, dated 03/12/2019. Proposed Traffic Calming Scheme on A357,
Templecombe - Sheet 2 of 3. Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Drawing no. ITB14408-GA-042, dated 03/12/2019. Proposed Traffic Calming Scheme on A357,
Templecombe - Sheet 3 of 3. Prepared by i-Transport,
o
Planning Statement (December 2019) prepared by Origin 3,
o
Addendum to Planning Statement (June 2020) prepared by Origin 3,
o
Design and Access Statement (December 2019) prepared by Origin 3,
o
Design and Access Statement Addendum (June 2020) prepared by Origin 3,
o
Heritage Statement (June 2020) prepared by Heritage Collective,
o
Magnetometer Survey Report (July 2019) prepared by Archaeological Surveys,
o
Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation for Archaeological Mitigation (November 2019) prepared
by RPS,
o
Archaeological Desk Based Assessment (June 2019, updated November 2019) prepared by CgMs Ltd,
o
Ecological Appraisal (November 2019) prepared by Aspect Ecology,
o
Ecological Appraisal Addendum. Technical Briefing Note (June 2020) prepared by Aspect Ecology,
o
Arboricultural Impact Assessment (December 2019) prepared by Aspect Arboriculture,
o
Addendum to Arboricultural Impact Assessment (June 2020) prepared by Aspect Arboriculture,
o
Report on Landscape and Visual Matters (December 2019), together with drawing no. 0360 L2, Site
Appraisal Plan, prepared by David Williams Landscape Consultancy,
o
Updated Report on Landscape and Visual Matters (June 2020) prepared by David Williams Landscape
Consultancy,
o
Transport Assessment (11 December 2019) prepared by i-Transport,
o
Transport Assessment Addendum 2 (25 June 2020) prepared by i-Transport,
o
Framework Travel Plan (25 June 2020) prepared by i-Transport,
o
Flood Risk Assessment and Preliminary Surface and Foul Drainage Strategy (December 2019) prepared
by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Ltd,
o
Flood Risk and Drainage Addendum (25/06/20) prepared by Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Ltd,
o
Agricultural Land Classification Report (October 2019) prepared by Luscombe Maye, and
o
Energy and Sustainability Statement prepared by Thermal & Acoustic Solutions Ltd.
02.
In accordance with paragraph 38 of the NPPF, the council, as local planning authority, approaches
decisions on proposed development in a positive and creative way, working proactively with applicants to secure
developments that will improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area by:
o offering a pre-application advice service, and
o as appropriate updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the processing of their application
and where possible suggesting solutions.
In this case there were no minor or obvious solutions to overcome the significant concerns caused by the proposal.
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Case Officer Signed

:……………………………………………………………………….

Date

:………./………./20……….

Agreed:

YES/NO

Senior Officer Signed:

:……………………………………………………………………….

Date

:………./………./20……….

Page 31

