North Cadbury and Yarlington Neighbourhood Plan Submission Plan
Regulation 16 Consultation, January to March, 2022 - Summary of Main Comments Received
Topic / part of
Neighbourhood
Plan
Policy 4.
Practical Garden
Sizes

Summary of comments

Policy 7.
Protecting Local
Wildlife



The inclusion of a policy on this topic is supported but it is considered that the NP process has failed to give due regard to the
exceptional range of wildlife in the neighbourhood area. A complete picture has not been provided and the bar set too low making it
easier for greenfield development to obtain planning permission.

Section 7
Housing



Considered that “infill” development will always be preferred to estate type development but fully accept that this would not achieve
the numbers of new homes required or the affordable housing mix.
North Cadbury does not have the sites nor the infrastructure to fulfil the demand for 60 dwellings. North Cadbury is currently a Rural
Settlement in the adopted Local Plan.
The Housing Needs Assessment report prepared by AECOM has been ignored and the plan makes no provision for the identified need
of 74 affordable homes identified in the report.
The proposed housing allocations are insufficient to meet the identified local need.
The Neighbourhood Plan does not address the worsening affordability ratios of the area.



This policy is unsupported by relevant or viable evidence. The Consultation Statement (pages 15/16) makes reference to a survey
conducted by the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (NPWG) – the response was very low only 10 people responded and no
information on the responses is presented. There is no adequate explanation of the methodology and “mapping software” used to
inform the policy. Policy 4 lacks a sound basis and its inclusion adds no useful value.
Change sought:
 Policy 4 should be deleted.






Change sought:
 Land at Ridgeway Lane (Clare Field) should form part of the draft North Cadbury Neighbourhood Plan (NCNP) allocations for
residential development
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Policy 9. Scale
and Location of
New Housing

Object for the following reasons:
 The method of calculating the housing target is flawed. The housing target appears to be based on two elements. Firstly SSDC have
advised the NPWG that “it would be appropriate to aim for 60 new dwellings over the 20-year period” (the 45 target is assumed to be
due to the plan only covering a 15 year period). It has not been made clear if this is based on separate conversations not presented
within the draft document, whether an indicative housing target was formally requested by the NPWG or if it is based on the housing
target placed on the new ‘Villages’ category of 60 units.
 As per paragraph 8, Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 when examining a Neighbourhood Plan it must be in
conformity with the strategic policies of the authority area and national policy. Simply taking a pro-rata proportion of the overall
housing need against the existing population size is not a method of calculating need set out in any guidance or legislation. This
method does not consider that some settlements are not suitable for new housing or that some should accommodate more due to
their service provision or location.
 The housing target does not take into account the considerable affordable housing need and does not appear to align with the
overarching objectives of the Draft NCNP one of which is to encourage homes for first time buyers and younger people. The Housing
Needs Assessment (AECOM) concludes that those on average incomes will need a 40% discount on market housing to afford entry
level housing in the parish (page 21-22). The proposed allocations will fail to provide low-cost housing thus be in conflict with the
overarching objectives of the NCNP.
 No consideration has been given to worsening affordability and access to housing, not just affordable housing but also general market
housing. ONS data shows that over the last 10 years affordability (ratio of average earnings against average house prices) has
worsened4. Sold prices in North Cadbury have gone up 87% in the last year5 with the average price of a house in North Cadbury being
£687,875.
 Policy 9 and its associated allocations do not conform to the adopted or emerging local plan.
 The list of extant permissions set out in Appendix 3 has issues:
o Several sites have been counted within SSDCs overall calculation of need in the emerging Local Plan Review. See paragraph 5.47 of
the draft South Somerset Local Plan Review, Preferred Options consultation, 2019.
o Four of the sites (total of 4 dwellings7) listed in Appendix 3 have permissions that predate the Councils base data date (March
2018) and therefore likely form part of the existing commitments that establish the need figure of 722, by including them within
the existing commitments of the neighbourhood plan they could reasonably be conceived to have been double counted. One site
(2 dwellings) 8 was submitted and validated prior to the base date of the Councils data therefore it may reasonably form part of
their commitments. These double counted sites should be removed from the extant sites list.
o Concerns are raised over the validity of some of the extant permission sites coming forward given their age.
 The number of new houses proposed in this Neighbourhood Plan is based on a proposed settlement hierarchy – that North Cadbury
will be designated as a Village, rather than on the existing hierarchy where it is a Rural Settlement. Until or unless the proposed
change of status is definite, the number of houses cannot be definitely established.
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NPPF para 60 states that Neighbourhood Plans should ‘provide … a platform for local people to shape their surroundings’ yet some
basic decisions concerning the location of new housing have been made by the external body, AECOM, or at District Council level.
Thus, proposed sites that are popular with local residents, including the former agricultural site at the top of Cary Road and the land
offered on Woolston Road, have been deemed unsuitable. Local views on location have been ignored or overruled.
 NPPF paras 78 -79 state that housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. A need has
been expressed locally for affordable housing in Yarlington (where residential properties have been bought by the Emily Estate). No
provision in the Neighbourhood Plan for additional housing in this part of the parish has been proposed; development is restricted to
North Cadbury. Local views on location have been overruled.
 Policy SS2 of the South Somerset Local Plan: Development in Rural Settlements, requires development to be “commensurate with the
scale and character of the settlement”. The scale and location of the draft plan do not meet this requirement.
 There needs to be greater flexibility because the larger sites in Table 2 are unsuitable and there is already approval for five homes in
the vicinity of Brookhampton (at North Town).
 The development of open market housing on alternative brown or greenfield sites in the NP area should not be restricted or omitted
from the plan owing to:
(i) the unsuitability of the larger sites in Table 2; and
(ii) the need to consider sympathetic new developments that may be proposed in future across all communities in the parish.
 The location of new housing needs to be reopened across the parish by revisiting the full range of potentially suitable sites again.
 The wider and more even spread of smaller developments of new homes in the NP area for which the community has expressed a
preference should be adopted instead of the over-development of unsuitable greenfield sites such as those in Policies 18 and 19.
 The NP should satisfy the needs of all the smaller communities, namely Galhampton, Yarlington and Woolston. They have been
neglected in the allocation of sites. There has also been a failure to pursue more vigorously the allocation of suitable sites that are
much closer to the centre of North Cadbury than the more distant Brookhampton sites with their lack of opportunity to deliver safe or
formal pedestrian or vehicular access.
 This policy is contrary to the SSDC Local Plan Policies SD1 (Sustainable Development), SS2 (Development in Rural Settlements) and
EQ2 (General Development), and NPPF Paragraph 119 regarding the protection of “heritage assets” (which includes landscapes).
 The scale and location of development on certain sites under this policy would constitute a serious breach of other policies in the NP
itself, namely Policies 5 (The Area’s Rural Character) and 6 (Recreational Routes and Views).
 This policy fails to recognize or apply the established “HAPPI” principles, which prescribe appropriate solutions and housing standards
for older persons.
Affordable Housing Need
 The Housing Needs Assessment, AECOM, 2020. Provides a calculation of affordable housing need over the plan period of 25 (rounded)
affordable rented homes and 49 (rounded) affordable home ownership dwellings. These figures have not been mentioned within the
draft NCNP.
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Paragraph 7.5 of the NP is quoted. It is considered to be unclear why the Household Survey is being used to establish need over the
AECOM report. It is noted that the Household Survey only considers need within the parish. It did not receive 100% response so there
could reasonably be hidden need within the parish. Paragraph 7.5 does not refer to the calculated need of 74 homes. It is considered
the NP has failed to address the considerable need for affordable homes.
Exclusion of Land at Ridgeway Lane (Clare Field) from the allocations list (application 21/01455/OUT)
 Land at Ridgeway Lane (NCY13 within the neighbourhood plan) should be allocated as a residential development site within the
neighbourhood plan. An application (SSDC reference 21/01455/OUT) has been submitted for up to 81 dwellings with associated works
and development. It is considered that this is the only option that comes close to meeting the identified housing need and deliver the
level of community benefit that is sought within the NP and meets the majority of the overarching objectives.
 It is considered that the Ridgeway Lane site is well contained and sits outside of the Conservation Area. The design submitted as part
of the planning application has been developed in conjunction with heritage specialists.
 The indicative design has been praised by the Councils Environmental Services officers. It is considered that the site can include high
levels of sustainable energy systems. The indicative layout also includes a large nature reserve, green corridors and considerable tree
planting all aiding a reduction in climate change.
 The land at Ridgeway Lane has been identified as having low ecological value due to its use as managed agricultural land, any
ecological value lies in the surrounding hedgerows. The proposed development offers considerable ecological betterment with
increased planting, new hedgerows and green corridors with existing trees being designed around and retained.
 Whilst some of the footpaths on site may need to be realigned overall the length of footpath on site is intended to be doubled
including access to a new nature reserve providing better public access than is existing. There will also be new public open space and
formal/informal plays spaces for the whole community.
 Ridgeway Lane offers the greatest scope for provision of a diverse housing mix, affordable housing and low-cost housing (smaller units
for first time buyers).
 The proposals offer considerable public benefit (based on the indicative plans) including double the length of public footpath, nature
reserve, parking and drop off area for the school, CIL monies, green corridors and children’s play space (both formal and informal).
 The Ridgeway Lane site is considered the meet the housing needs of the parish with limited impact on the roads through North
Cadbury. It also provides a solution to on street parking, especially related to the school. Additionally it will upgrade footpaths and
have the potential for cycleway around the site.
Policy 11
House Types



Concerned that the aspiration in the final paragraph of Policy 11 cannot be achieved. It has not been achieved in other Council areas
where overarching allocation criteria have had to be applied.

Section 8
Business and
Employment



The Avalon Farm development at the top of Galhampton Hill has very recently expanded in a way that is contrary to these policy
aspirations. Expansion of this undesignated business park along the escarpment is detrimental to a wide area of South Somerset.
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Policy 12. North
Cadbury
Business Park
Policy 13. Other
Employment
Opportunities



Respondent welcomes the additions to paragraphs 8.1-8.3 of the Plan which now recognise the contribution made by tourism and
visitor facilities to the local economy and local employment provision. Paragraph 8.1 correctly notes that there are a range of
businesses located across farms and estates in the area.
The ‘Business and Employment Objectives’ are supported, and it is noted that the second objective includes supporting the expansion
of local business premises.
Paragraph 8.7 states that the Policies in the NP focus on two forms of employment development:
o Expansion of North Cadbury Business Park, and
o Enabling much smaller enterprises to start up, either through re-use of existing building or within the curtilage of an existing site,
or through small scale development within or adjoining one of the area’s settlements.
Respondent supports this policy.



It is unclear as to whether the policy (as paragraph 8.7 suggests) only relates to new or start-up businesses, or whether it is intended
as a ‘catch-all’ policy (as the title suggests) for Other Employment Opportunities outside of North Cadbury Business Park?
 If Policy 13 is intended to be a ‘catch-all’ policy to manage both new and expanded existing business premises then it is unjustified
and inconsistent with Local Plan Policy EP4 Expansion of Existing Businesses in the Countryside and NPPF paragraphs 84 and 85, due to
the restrictive approach in Policy 13 to expansion of existing businesses. Specifically, the first sub-point of Policy 13 requires that
employment development utilises either a site adjacent to or physically well-related to existing built-up areas, or an existing building.
This approach would unjustifiably constrain any small-scale expansion of an existing and established rural business located in a more
peripheral location, with no available adjacent existing buildings within which to expand, which would otherwise find support in the
NPPF and Local Plan Policy EP4.
 It is noted that no provision is made in the plan in relation to agricultural development, and the appropriate expansion or renewal of
agricultural premises, including provision of new agricultural buildings. It is therefore considered that Policy 13 should be clarified to
confirm that it does not apply to agricultural uses and development. This is considered necessary because new development required
for agricultural purposes would inherently not be suited to meeting the criteria specified in Policy 13 in terms of proximity to existing
settlements or the requirement to use an existing building.
Change sought:

Policy 13 should be re-worded to clarify that:
(a) It does not apply to agricultural development
(b) It applies only to new or start-up business development and not the appropriate expansion of existing businesses in the area, OR,
a further stand-alone criterion at the end of Policy 13 relating solely to expansion of existing businesses in the area is inserted and
states that expansion to existing rural businesses will be supported in accordance with NPPF policy and applying the criteria set out in
Local Plan Policy EP4 Expansion of Existing Businesses in the Countryside.
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Policy 16. North
Cadbury – Local
Green Spaces

Object for the following reasons:
 The proposed allocation of Clare Field (NC3) as a Local Green Space does not meet the tests set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework (the Framework) or the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) therefore should be removed from Policy 16.
 With regards to the criteria set out in paragraph 102 of the NPPF the following comments are made with regards to Clare Field:
o Criterion a) - The proximity of Clare Field to North Cadbury village is considered reasonable, however given the draft NCNP is being
prepared for the villages of not just North Cadbury but Gallhampton, Yarlington and Woolston the proximity to these communities
is not considered reasonably close. North Cadbury only equates to circa 45% of the households within the Neighbourhood Plan
area as such the site is not considered in reasonably close proximity to the majority of households within the Neighbourhood Plan.
o Criterion b) - It has not been identified within the draft NCNP that Clare Field holds any special significance to the local community.
Clare Field is a piece of agricultural land with no unique features that would warrant special preservation by the community, the
land has limited public access (via footpaths) however this is not unique. It is considered that the draft NCNP has failed to set out
why Clare Field is demonstrably special to the local community and holds particular significance.
o Paragraph 11.36 of the NP is quoted. It is considered that the paragraph does not correspond with the Summary Results of the
Options Consultation November/December 2020 and Supplementary Consultation January/February 2021.
o Criterion c) – the guidance does not define what an “extensive tract of land” would constitute, however the proposed Local Green
Space allocation covers the exact area of planning application 21/01455/OUT.

The Policy is inconsistent and in some aspects self-contradictory. There is no clear rationale for some of the green spaces included.
Two of those selected do not have any features that deserve special protection, namely NC3 Clare Field and NC10 grass verge at
Woolston. NC3 is a large arable field on the western side of North Cadbury. It has some public footpaths crossing it but it is low lying
and does not afford any notable views either of the village or the countryside. The footpaths can be very muddy and unwelcoming in
wet weather. NC10 is a grass verge opposite North Cadbury village shop, and has no real amenity value. It could be used as car
parking for the village shop.

The plan misses an important opportunity to protect the outstanding view of the village from Cary Road on the approach to North
Cadbury from the north-west (identified in the NP as v4). This can be achieved by designating the fields between Brookhampton and
North Town (including but not limited to the sites in Policies 18 and 19) as Local Green Spaces.

Policies 18 and
19
Land North of
Brookhampton
and west and
east of Cary
Road, North
Cadbury

Object to Policies 18 and 19 for the following reasons:
Housing:

Object to a total of 28 houses across these two sites. This would be contrary to the wishes of the parishioners for small organic
development spread across the village.

This is inappropriate development and should be replaced by brownfield or less sensitive sites of small infill development.

Noted that 28 houses is over the two sites represents over a third (35%) of the total proposed at Clare Field.
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It would seem Rural Exception Sites will only be considered if there is a 'proven unmet need for affordable housing', determined by a
Housing Needs Survey (HNS). It is unclear if the NPWG carried out an official HNS or whether the predicted number of 12 was
reached through the original consultation.
Environment and Landscape:

The AECOM Site Options Assessment, August 2021, states that the site west of Cary Road (Policy 18) “as a whole is unsuitable for
potential development”, and that only “the southern part of this sites could accommodate development” but “with some issues”.

The issue of the high landscape impact on views is raised.

The notion that housing development at Brookhampton would ‘improve’ on of the best local views identified in the Neighbourhood
Plan, is highly questionable. It is likely to irreparably damage the view and have an adverse impact on the scale and character of the
local settlement.

Concerned about the loss of habitat and impact on biodiversity, particularly mature hedges, flora and fauna and wildlife including
deer, foxes, hares, bats, field mice, water voles and badgers as well as species of birds such as owls and buzzards.

Concerned about the negative impact of development on pollution.

In respect of site NYC22 – Land north of Mitchells Row, Brookhampton, North Cadbury, the Neighbourhood Plan Heritage Impact
Assessment, AECOM, July 2021 (HIA) states that the site contributes to the significance of both Hill Farm and Lower North Town Farm
assets as farmland in proximity to historic farmsteads. Any development in this site would therefore change the setting of the North
Cadbury Conservation Area by removing part of the agricultural context of the village. The report then suggests that given the
relative size of the site compared to the conservation area and the fact that this part of the conservation area is of lower significance
apparently, it is considered that the impact of development on the site would be Low adverse on an asset of Medium significance.
Respondent believes that this assessment is not factually correct as the report only considers the view from Mitchells Row north
which belies the wider landscape view and adverse effect development would have.

The following statement in the HIA is disputed as the report only considers the impact of the view from Mitchells Row looking north:
“Hill Farm (Plate 16) and Lower North Town Farm (Plate 17) are located approximately 150m north of the site. Development of the site
would represent a slight change to the assets’ setting, bringing the edge of the village slightly closer to them. The majority of their
agricultural setting would remain intact and development of the site would represent a Very low adverse on assets of Low
significance”.

The HIA suggests “high quality development of sympathetic design and materials at the southern end of the three sites, or at least the
site Policy NCY18 and Policy NCY17 would create a new northern edge to the village, softening the effect of the modern buildings that
currently form the edge and enhancing the experience of the entry to the village from the north along Cary Road. It is recommended
that the restriction of the area of the three sites is investigated with a view to allocation”. The respondent disagrees and considers
development would create an even more obtrusive cluster of new houses not only destroying the pasture but also the wider
landscape view (of V4 further east). Respondent considers that Mitchells Row actually blends more into the background being
nestled to the side of the tress on the east and those behind. Also being in general line with the natural edge of the village the houses
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do not look out of place. Such loss of agricultural context to the village in the foreground would be extremely damaging as well as the
pristine long view of Cadbury Castle which is so important for local residents.
The suggestion that the creep of development up the hill towards North Town would not cause any impact is considered not to be
the case – the current line of housing falls along the natural base line of the hill and sits comfortably within the landscape. The only
improvement required to enhance the “Gateway” to the village would be a new hedge along this line to soften the view. However,
moving development forward into the field above (North of) Mitchells Row would break this visual balance and create an out of place
housing cluster in the foreground. The notion that somehow such development would act to screen Mitchells Row and provide a new
“Gateway” to the village is misguided. Various photographs are provided by the respondent to demonstrate the points being made.
The statement in the HIA that development of the site would represent a very low adverse impact on assets of low significance is not
accepted. The suggestion that it would “soften” the view is also not accepted. This appears to be a contrived argument when the real
reason appears to be the inclusion of affordable housing should the two separate landowners work together.
Whilst affordable housing is desirable it should not be at the expense of irreplaceable landscape.
The development site is adjacent to a listed building nearby – development is unsuitable.
The open location at the edge of the village set in the shadow of the Corton Denham Hills in the background would be seriously
compromised since this development is not an addition within the village of North Cadbury but is a separate adjacent development
at juxtaposition with the village behind.
The landscape vista would be ruined not only by day but also at night time by light pollution.
The proposed development does not relate to the village and is an incursion into the countryside reducing the separation with North
Town – such a highly visible landscape setting would result in an extremely negative impact on the surrounding area leading to
irrevocable and unnecessary damage to local views and landscapes.
Any development would result in loss of outlook and privacy of existing house holders.
The development would lead to loss of grade 1 agricultural land and ancient hedgerows and habitats within open countryside.
Grassland and the soil below is one of the biggest carbon sequestration resources we have available to us. Grassland sites are
amongst the most threatened by ‘improvements’ and are most endangered. Such development negatively impacts on the
environment destroying natural habitat, local wildlife fauna and insects. It also causes interruption of wildlife corridors.
Development will have a negative impact on the valued dark skies of the village.
Considered that the development will lead to increased flood risk as the Rive Cam is close by at Brookhampton.
The development will exacerbate the phosphates issue relating the Somerset Levels and Moors catchment area.
Loss of hedges for access will have an impact on local character.
The unique character, beauty and landscape of this part of North Cadbury should be preserved.
Whilst Mitchells Row is outside of the designated Conservation Area it is a vital belt that should be protected in order to preserve the
view of North Cadbury. The number of listed buildings in North Cadbury highlights its character and heritage and must be preserved
along with its view.
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Respondent refers to the North Cadbury Conservation Area Appraisal, South Somerset District Council, 2013 and states that this
includes the appraisal of keys views of North Cadbury including the approach from Cary Road to the North. The respondent considers
that this is a very poor representation and misleading view of the actual. Extracts are provided within the representation.

The Policy contravenes SSDC polices on biodiversity, green infrastructure, rural character of the area and protecting wildlife.

Brookhampton is a hamlet like Higher and Lower North Town, it should be preserved as such and not engulfed in the settlement of
North Cadbury.

It is clear from the HRA, HIA and the AECOM Reports that these sites are not in the least bit suitable but this has been disregarded by
the NP.
Highways:

Concerned about traffic and road safety as these are not mentioned in any of the supplementary reports and raise the following
points:
o Cary Road has no pavement and is single track in many places.
o Currently many vehicles travel too fast along Cary Road, failing to give consideration to pedestrians or emerging vehicles.
o Joining Cary road is particularly problematic at Brookhampton, Lower North Town Lane, The Grange and Higher North Town Lane.
o The proposed sites will add two more points of exit and entry onto Cary Road and at least 50 more vehicles will be using the road.
o Traffic travelling north is inclined to accelerate out of the village, and over the brow of the hill at Lower North Town Lane and
traffic moving south accelerates down the hill.
o Any widening of the road will increase the speed of traffic.
o More traffic would be negotiating the dangerous junction onto the A359.
o An increase in traffic in the vicinity of the school will exacerbate current congestion.
o Commuting traffic will be a danger to children walking to school.
o During construction large vehicles will use Cary Road which is too narrow to accommodate this. The road will be muddy, road
safety will be further compromised and significant disruption is likely to ensue.
o There would be serious highway safety issues due to additional traffic generated along Cary Road which would impact access by
foot, bicycle and vehicle.
o Cary Road between the site and the centre of the village is already dangerous and impossible for two small cars to pass, more
traffic generated due to the additional housing would increase this problem.
o Cary Road is already used by too many vehicles including many large lorries using Cary Road as a cut through between the A359
and A303. This development is therefore also contrary to policy on transport impact and promoting sustainable transport.
o Cary Road is narrow and steep with few passing places; it is a busy route used regularly throughout the day by private vehicles,
delivery and service vehicles, the local bus network, and by vehicles using the route through the village as access to and from the
A303. It is particularly busy in the mornings and afternoons when school traffic and school buses add to this volume. In order to
minimise danger for vehicles leaving the new housing areas, the hedges would have to be moved or removed with the resulting
negative impact on the wildlife of the area.
o Negative impact on health and the environment from vehicle emissions.
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o NCY22 (Policy 19) will require access via NCY21 which is in separate ownership so will require co-operation between landowners.
Other:

The development would have a negative impact on infrastructure – sewage works, policing, education, social and medical care. The
Primary School has little capacity.

The lack of local employment will lead to increased commuting.

Poll on ‘Nextdoor’ regarding these allocations received 146 votes. 88% objected to the policies, 8% supported and 4% had no
opinion.

Support the idea that some inexpensive property is needed within the village, but regret the fact that due to the heritage assets in
North Cadbury the heart of the village – the church, village shop and village hall will become increasingly on the periphery as future
development takes place.

The development at Brookhampton should be the absolute limit to building up the hill towards the A359, a Green Gap is vital in that
direction. All new property covenants in the area of Brookhampton should include requirements to maintain properties and the local
environment to a reasonable and tidy standard - in order to preserve the character of the area. The developments included in this
Neighbourhood Plan should be the only new building allowed within North Cadbury and its immediate adjoining area.
Alternatives

Given the level of disquiet amongst the residents development at Brookhampton should be reconsidered along with further
consultation with the community.

Clare Field is not a sensible alternative.

Suggest that the land opposite Manor Farm on Woolston Road, North Cadbury should be considered as a possible alternative to
Polices 18 and 19. Housing there would be within close walking distance of the centre of the village, a safer journey on foot to and
from the school, and would not impact directly on the traffic joining the Cary Road.

The potential for rural exception sites should have been explored before the plan was submitted.

Land offered by the Emily Estate at Yarlington has not been considered. Yarlington village has expressed a need and wish for
affordable housing – this will not be met by affordable housing in North Cadbury.

The best way to ensure protection of the environment is by halting construction on greenfield sites wherever possible.

Single house developments dispersed throughout the parish are acceptable, multi-home housing estates are not.
Policy 18. Land
North of
Brookhampton,
west of Cary
Road

Object for the following reasons:
Housing:

Whilst there is a need for new housing development in the neighbourhood area it is not justified or satisfied by this policy.

The development would not be sustainable, provide any employment, include any community facilities and does not specify housing
for elderly residents (significant proportion in this NP area).

Yarlington has been deemed not suitable for development but the village has lost 6 residential properties and the residents want
development to replace these.
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Other sites were deemed not suitable but had similar AECOM reports where part of a site may be considered for development.
This policy fails also to recognize or apply the established “HAPPI” principles, which prescribe appropriate solutions and housing
standards for older persons.
 The field in which the site of Policy 18 is situated lies adjacent to Clare Field, separated from it only by a bridleway and a narrow
watercourse. Despite the proximity and similar characteristics of the Policy 18 and 19 greenfield sites and Clare Field, a contradictory
stance has been taken in the Neighbourhood Plan.

The allocation of this site goes against the advice of AECOM Site Options Assessment Supplementary Report, August 2021.

A brownfield site at North Town is considered too far out of the main hub of the village but there is a site in Galhampton (next to the
Orchard pub) which is on a main road with no pavement and not in the centre of the village, which has been agreed for
development.
Environment and Landscape:

This policy fails to respect or enhance local environmental characteristics including a range of wildlife habitats, dark night skies,
hedgerows demarcating field boundaries and mature natural vegetation.

The land forms part of a corridor for the larger mammals, namely deer, foxes and badgers. However, Policy 18 contains no proposals
to preserve or protect such wildlife apart from adding a new hedgerow on the boundary of the development, and claims that this
would “help achieve a net biodiversity gain” but without providing any supporting evidence.

Even if there were no street lighting in the development, the interior and exterior lighting of the new homes would adversely impact
nocturnal wildlife.

The site (along with Policy 19) has been deemed the entranceway to the village and has very important views to over Brookhampton,
towards North Cadbury, the hills beyond and Cadbury Castle hill fort. It is included in the NP as an important view of the village (V4).
The view would be negatively affected by development on this proposed site. Irreversible damage will be caused and would
negatively impact on the scale and character of the local settlement.

The AECOM Site Options/Heritage Impact Assessment report indicates the site as a whole is unsuitable for development, that only
the southern part of the site could accommodate development but with some issues. Nowhere are these issues specified or appear
to have been explored or discussed. It is also stated that the site would not be recommended in isolation nor recommended if
Policies 18 and 19 were considered as a whole.

Development of this site contravenes the NP itself; namely Policies 5 (The Area’s Rural Character), 6 (Recreational Routes and Views)
and 9 (Scale and Location of New Housing).
 This site (along with the adjoining site in Policy 19) constitutes a critical and fundamental part of the view to the south and south-east
over Brookhampton towards North Cadbury and the hills beyond (including the ancient hill fort of Cadbury Castle) from the top of
the hill on Cary Road. That view is included as V4 in the best local views identified in the NP. In the SEA, under the heading
“Landscape Quality” from para 5.5 onwards, AECOM does not capture or fully recognize the quality of this view.
 Any development on this site would irreparably damage the view, would adversely impact the scale and character of the local
settlement, and would not be sustainable development. It would not provide any employment, nor would it include any community
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facilities. The population of the NP area includes a significant proportion of older residents. This policy does not address their housing
needs.
Heritage Impact Assessment, July 2021, AECOM stated that if all three sites in Policies 18 and 19 were to be developed they would
not be recommended for allocation and that the area of the three sites should be restricted in order to render them suitable for
allocation. There is no evidence that this advice was discussed.
Development of this site would be contrary to South Somerset Local Plan policies SD1: Sustainable Development, SS2: development
in Rural Settlements, EQ2: General Development and paragraph 119 of the NPPF regarding the protection of heritage assets which
includes landscapes.

Development this site would be contrary to NP Polices 5, 6, 7, 9 and 16.



Policy 18 forms part of what Policy 16 calls “the green gap” between Brookhampton and North Town and “would compromise the
visual openness or rural character of the gap”.

This policy contravenes SSDC LP Policies EQ4 (Biodiversity) and EQ5 (Green Infrastructure).
Transport and Highways

The Cary Road entrance of this site is very narrow, at points two cars cannot pass easily.

There are poor sight lines and it is already very risky pulling out on to this end of the Cary Road. Increased traffic and road safety for
cars, pedestrian and cyclists alike is a real concern. The road is already used as a shortcut to the A303 and the proposed housing and
number of vehicles resulting from that would become even more hazardous.

Highway safety would be compromised for all road users for the following reasons:
o Increased accident risk at the existing junction of the A359 and Cary Road at Three Ashes (already an accident blackspot).
o Much of the length of the road is too narrow for even two small cars to pass; it has a tight double bend with restricted width and
extremely poor sightlines at its north end and a blind brow near Hill Farm.
o The entry and exit point for the new roadway serving the development would be at or near the foot of that steep section of Cary
Road, which is single track for some distance either side of this point and bounded by high hedge banks.
o No improvements to pedestrian or cycle routes from this site in a northerly direction to North Town and to Three Ashes have been
proposed in this policy; the only direct route is, and would remain, the roadway of Cary Road itself; it is narrow with poor sight
lines and no pavement or footway; this already difficult and hazardous pedestrian and cycle route would become even worse as a
result of increased vehicular traffic generated by the prospective development.
o At Brookhampton Corner, near the 30mph speed limit sign, a residential no-through side road meets the eastern side of Cary Road
on the inside of a bend; there are 15 houses in that road and it is a blind junction where any vehicle emerging into Cary Road must
nose out into Cary Road before its driver can see approaching traffic; the policy fails to address this safety hazard.
o Pedestrian safety would also be threatened at Brookhampton Corner because pedestrians would have to cross the road junction
diagonally between the beginning of the existing pavement on the east side of Cary Road and the proposed new footpath within
this site on the west side, because they would have the same limited view as for drivers emerging from the side road.
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SSDC’s planning assumptions indicate between two and three vehicles per new house. This would produce a total of between 56 and
84 cars and light commercial vehicles based on the sites, all entering and leaving the sites at the very same point on Cary Road.
 Traffic flow and congestion are significant issues which result in delays and increased air pollution.

The Policy is contrary to Local Plan Policy TA5: Transport Impact of New Development and NPPF paragraph 110.
Changes sought:

Brookhampton to be removed/reconsidered.

Yarlington to be considered for some housing allocation as wanted by the residents.

To focus more on providing social and affordable housing for local people who have family connections in the area or cannot afford
to stay in the area.

Small/individual developments that will not impact on the character of the village.

Revisit other sites that were deemed unsuitable, such as the orchard by North Cadbury Court (Woolston Road) where part of the site
was deemed could be suitable in an AECOM report.

Explore Rural Exception Sites and carry out local housing needs survey for Galhampton and Yarlington, as well as North Cadbury.
 Policy 18 should be removed in its entirety. Consideration could then be given as to whether a smaller portion of the site within the
policy might be suitable for allocation, assuming that the obstacles mentioned (but not identified) in AECOM’s Site Options
Supplementary Assessment could be adequately addressed.
Policy 19. Land
North of
Brookhampton,
east of Cary
Road

Object for the following reasons:
Housing
 Whilst there is a need for new housing development in the neighbourhood area it is not justified or satisfied by this policy.
 The development would not be sustainable, provide any employment, include any community facilities and does not specify housing
for elderly residents (significant proportion in this NP area).
 Yarlington has been deemed not suitable for development but the village has lost 6 residential properties and the residents want
development to replace these.
 Other sites were deemed not suitable but had similar AECOM reports where part of a site may be considered for development.

A brownfield site at North Town is considered too far out of the main hub of the village but there is a site in Galhampton (next to the
Orchard pub) which is on a main road with no pavement and not in the centre of the village, which has been agreed for development.
Environment and Landscape
 The site (along with Policy 18) has been deemed the entranceway to the village and has very important views to over Brookhampton,
towards North Cadbury, the hills beyond and Cadbury Castle hill fort. It is included in the NP as an important view of the village (V4).
The view would be negatively affected by development on this proposed site. Irreversible damage will be caused and would impact
the scale and character of the local settlement.
 The AECOM Site Options/Heritage report indicates the site as a whole is unsuitable for development, that only the southern part of
the site could accommodate development but with some issues. Nowhere are these issues specified or appear to have been explored
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or discussed. They also state the site would not be recommended in isolation nor recommended if policies 18 and 19 considered as a
whole.
This site contravenes the NP itself; namely Policies 5 (The Area’s Rural Character), 6 (Recreational Routes and Views) and 9 (Scale and
Location of New Housing).
The field in which the site in the present policy 18 is situated lies adjacent to Clare Field, separated from it only by a bridleway and a
narrow watercourse. Despite the proximity and similar characteristics of the Policy 18 and 19 greenfield sites and Clare Field, a
contradictory stance has been taken in the Neighbourhood Plan by allocating those greenfield sites.
This policy fails completely to respect or enhance local environmental characteristics including a range of wildlife habitats, dark night
skies, hedgerows demarcating field boundaries, mature natural vegetation.
The site forms part of a corridor for the larger mammals, namely deer, foxes and badgers. However, it contains no proposals to
preserve or protect such wildlife part from adding a new hedgerow on the boundary of the development.
Even if there were no street lighting in the development, the interior and exterior lighting of the new homes would adversely impact
nocturnal wildlife.

Development this site would be contrary to NP Polices 5, 6, 7, 9 and 16.

Transport and Highways
 The Cary Road entrance of this site is very narrow, at points two cars cannot pass easily. There are poor sight lines and it is already
very risky pulling out on to this end of the Cary Road. Increased traffic and road safety for cars, pedestrian and cyclists alike is a real
concern. The road is already used as a shortcut to the A303 and the proposed housing and number of vehicles resulting from that
would become even more hazardous.
 Highway safety would be compromised for all road users for the following reasons:
o Increased accident risk at the existing junction of the A359 and Cary Road at Three Ashes (already an accident blackspot).
o Much of the length of the road is too narrow for even two small cars to pass; it has a tight double bend with restricted width and
extremely poor sightlines at its north end and a blind brow near Hill Farm
o The entry and exit point for the new roadway serving the development would be at or near the foot of that steep section of Cary
Road, which is single track for some distance either side of this point and bounded by high hedge banks;
o No improvements to pedestrian or cycle routes from this site in a northerly direction to North Town and to Three Ashes have been
proposed in this policy; the only direct route is, and would remain, the roadway of Cary Road itself; it is narrow with poor sight
lines and no pavement or footway; this already difficult and hazardous pedestrian and cycle route would become even worse as a
result of increased vehicular traffic generated by the prospective development;
o At Brookhampton Corner, near the 30mph speed limit sign, a residential no-through side road meets the eastern side of Cary Road
on the inside of a bend; there are 15 houses in that road and it is a blind junction where any vehicle emerging into Cary Road must
nose out into Cary Road before its driver can see approaching traffic; the policy fails to address this safety hazard;
o Pedestrian safety also would be threatened at Brookhampton Corner because pedestrians would have to cross the road junction
diagonally between the beginning of the existing pavement on the east side of Cary Road and the proposed new footpath within
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this site on the west side, because they would have the same limited view as for drivers emerging from the side road as noted
above.
SSDC’s planning assumptions indicate between two and three vehicles per new house. This would produce a total of between 56 and
84 cars and light commercial vehicles based on the sites, all entering and leaving the sites at the very same point on Cary Road.
Traffic flow and congestion are significant issues which result in delays and increased air pollution.

The Policy is contrary to Local Plan Policy TA5: Transport Impact of New Development and NPPF paragraph 110.

Site NCY 22 also called “additional land at rear” of site NCY17

Policy 19 includes two pieces of land, each in separate ownership and divided from each other by hedges. One of those is currently
pastureland known as NCY17 and fronts Cary Road, a public highway. The other, known as NCY22 or “additional land at rear” of
NCY17 is also currently pastureland but has no highway frontage and its only access to a road is via a field gate onto the unnamed nothrough road that meets the east side of Cary Road at Brookhampton Corner. As such, NCY22 is unsuitable for residential
development.

NCY22 could be developed if either (a) both it and NCY17 came into single ownership or (b) the two landowners came to a viable
agreement for a collaborative development that included full rights for vehicular and pedestrian access and all services to NCY22. The
NP makes a passing acknowledgment of this by stating in Paragraph 11.55, however, it does not (and could not) make any provision
for either (a) or (b) above to occur.

NCY22 is not a viable site either alone or in conjunction with NCY17.
Changes sought:
 Brookhampton to be removed/reconsidered.
 Yarlington to be considered for some housing allocation as wanted by the residents.
 To focus more on providing social (none in plan) and affordable housing for local people who have family connections in the area or
cannot afford to stay in the area.
 Small/individual developments that will not impact on the character of the village.
 Revisit other sites that were deemed unsuitable, such as the orchard by North Cadbury Court (Woolston Road) where part of the site
was deemed could be suitable in an AECOM report and the Landlord owner was happy for it to be used for affordable housing.
 Explore Rural Exception Sites and carry out local housing needs survey for Galhampton and Yarlington, as well as North Cadbury.
 Policy 19 should be removed in its entirety. Consideration could then be given as to whether a smaller portion of one or both sites
within the policy might be suitable for allocation, assuming that the “issues” mentioned (but not identified) in AECOM’s Site Options
Supplementary Assessment could be adequately addressed.

This policy is contrary to the declared current position of the PC on greenfield residential developments.
Polices 18, 19,
20 and 21



North Cadbury has some opportunities for new housing, but only on the sites that have been so identified in the Plan. Wholesale
development, as has happened in some neighbouring parishes would be a catastrophe – as there is not the infrastructure such as
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school, roads, sewage treatment, to support indiscriminate expansion. It would be heart-breaking to loose the current village
ambiance.
The sites that have been identified in this NP, (Policies 18, 19, 20 and 21), not only meet the proposed housing target for the period
2018-33, but also take into account that there are 27 extant planning consents. The NP will therefore meet and exceed the identified
housing need. Large scale housing developments are not appropriate on alternative greenfield sites and would change the rural
character of this area for ever.
The NP preserves and protects the Conservation Areas and historical and heritage assets of which there are several. It also protects
the much loved and used green spaces, National and local trails, historic and native trees, wildlife etc. Flooding issues have been
identified and this is most important in this Parish going forward. The NP also sets out to maintain our dark skies and the tranquillity
and beauty of the area.

Support the Neighbourhood Plan for the following reasons:
 It is a professional, thorough, well researched and well-supported document representing the views of the parish as a whole.
 It respects and protects the character of the villages within the Parish and the countryside.
 It provides an excellent framework for meeting the future needs of the community.
 There has been relevant consultation, input and feedback from the local community throughout the process.
 The authors are wholeheartedly commended for dedicating so much time to this project.
 Slight concern that Government policy will override the good work and the fact that is constrained by strategic planning policies.
 Within the limits set by the adopted Local Plan the Neighbourhood Plan is a good as it can be.
 There has been detailed consideration of all feasible options.
 The Neighbourhood Plan will help prevent unsuitable building in our villages.
 Given the demand for additional housing the Plan represents the best use of local resources that are available.
 Current legislation leaves the parish vulnerable to unwanted development which would overwhelm a rural, agricultural based
community. The only defence against this is a robust Neighbourhood Plan.
 The Neighbourhood Plan for North Cadbury is more in accordance with the village ambience that is loved. Our dark skies are
precious, also preserving habitat & areas of outstanding natural beauty which would be lost with any major development. We love
North Cadbury as it is and want to see any further development to be integral and complementary to our lovely village.
 Support appropriate development within open countryside which meets the identified local housing need including affordable
housing.
 Supports the plan as it stands but suggests that the sites allocated under Polices 18 and 19 are developed in phases, east first.
 Pitcombe Parish Council offer their admiration for a well presented Plan.
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National Highways:
Remain satisfied that the Plan’s proposed policies are unlikely to impact on the safe and efficient operation of our network. Therefore
have no specific comments to make. This does not however prejudice any future responses National Highways may make on site specific
applications as they come forward through the planning process, and which will be considered by them on their merits under the
prevailing policy at the time.
The Environment Agency:
A standard response has been submitted which sets out the NPPF context and responsibilities of neighbourhood plans with regards to the
following:
 Flood Risk
 Biodiversity
 Water Quality and Resources
 Climate Change Strategy
 Green Corridors
 Sustainable development
Historic England:
Confirm that there are no issues associated with the Plan itself upon which they wish to comment. However, they comment as follows and
append their Regulation 14 consultation response:
In our Regulation 14 consultation response we applauded the community for the approach it had taken in the assessment of the sites it had
proposed for allocation, and particularly in the retention of a heritage consultant to ensure that relevant heritage assets and the potential
for impact upon their significance was appropriately identified and used to inform the suitability of the sites in question (see attached).
This has no doubt assisted the Plan preparation process enormously, and helped avoid the need for time, effort and possible expense on
the part of all in addressing at an unhelpfully advanced stage necessary considerations which might otherwise have been overlooked.
We therefore take this opportunity to commend this community and the approach it has taken to site assessments, and would highlight to
your authority the value to be gained in referring it to other communities which may be contemplating site allocations within any
Neighbourhood Plan they are preparing.
Strategic
Environmental
Assessment

Natural England:
Recognise that the Strategic Environmental Assessment concludes that SSDC is able to ascertain that the neighbourhood plan would likely
lead to positive effects in relation to the ‘Landscape Quality’ and ‘Biodiversity’ SEA themes through retaining habitats, enhancing
ecological networks, and delivering net gains. They note that the multifunctionality of green infrastructure in providing connectivity for
people and wildlife has been recognised through the strategic environmental assessment and linked to Policies 5-7 within the
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Neighbourhood Plan. Regarding the ‘Soil, Air, Water, Climatic Factors, and Material Assets’ SEA theme, they note that the Neighbourhood
Plan allocations would lead to the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land to the north of North Cadbury village, although not a
significant amount. Otherwise in relation to this SEA theme, the North Cadbury and Yarlington Neighbourhood Plan would potentially lead
to positive effects. Therefore, having considered the assessment, and the measures proposed to mitigate for all identified impacts that
could potentially occur as a result of the proposal, Natural England advises that they concur with the assessment conclusions.
Comments from other respondents:
Clare Field (NC3)
 The assessment of the Land at Ridgeway Lane (Clare Field) set out in the Strategic Environmental Statement is flawed and has not
considered the considerable documentation submitted alongside planning application 21/01455/OUT. Given the report makes no
reference to the application it is assumed that the authors did not have access to the documentation. This is considered to be an
oversight.
 It is considered that the summary has failed to reference the other public benefits that arise from the application in addition to
housing.
 The perceived scope of environmental and community impacts of the Clare Field site is strongly challenged with the submitted
application including detailed landscape, heritage and ecological reports.
 The lack of safe pedestrian access is also challenged with the application providing details of off-road footpath access to village
facilities.
Habitats
Regulation
Assessment

Natural England:
Natural England advises that they concur with the assessment conclusions and the subsequent addition of Policy 7b to the North Cadbury
and Yarlington Neighbourhood Plan. It is noted that this can be cross-referenced with regard to the policies proposing additional housing
(Policies 9, 10, 18 and 19).
Natural England strongly endorses the inclusion of the Nutrient Budget and Mitigation Options: Technical Note.
Comments from other respondents:

The issue relating to phosphates and nutrient neutrality has not been addressed, so the village environs are at risk.

Policies 9, 18 and 19 are deemed amber and the detailed facts make clear these are not suitable sites when combined.

Policy 7 Protecting Wildlife, challenge this green assessment very strongly.

Policy 8 Flood Risk, challenge this assessment, it is well known that there is flooding at both ends of Mitchells Row
often restricting access, the same is also true in the vicinity of the stream on the footpath in the area of NCY 18.

Policy 7 Protecting Wildlife, challenge this green assessment very strongly.
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Neighbourhood
Plan Working
Group and
Consultation
Process

The HRA, appears to contain flaws that prevent it and indeed the NP itself from complying with EU obligations or being treated as
having no significant impact on a European site. In this respect the Basic Conditions Statement is therefore incorrect in asserting
compliance. The most obvious flaw is that the HRA makes reference (at page 12) to the impact of development in the North Cadbury
NP area on water quality of the River Isle in the Ilminster Neighbourhood Plan area. The River Isle is not part of the river network that
lies downstream from watercourses in the North Cadbury NP area.
Table 2 of the HRA with regards to Policy 7 is considered to be very generic and could be anywhere in the UK. The HRA refers only to
impacts on European Sites. Current thinking is to opt for prevention rather than cure. The approach taken allows for development
until species may be threatened – this is inappropriate.

A number of concerns/matters are raised regarding the formation of the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group (NPWG), its operation and
the subsequent consultation process. Concerns are raised around the following areas:
 NPWG formation, membership and operation including access to information and attendance of meetings. The community was not
made aware of when the group were meeting and that they were able to attend. When a member of the public did attend after they
were given only 3 minutes to speak.
 Failure to post minutes in a timely manner.
 Accuracy of minutes of meeting held on 8 December.
 Role of the NPWG Chairman.
 The NPWG did not consistently follow their Terms of Reference.
 Role of the wider Parish Council in the process.
 The supplementary options consultation held in Jan-Feb 2021 – was not well publicised. Only a limited number of households were
notified (123 addresses). Government guidance during the Covid-19 pandemic does not seem to have been followed. Only two weeks
were given to respond. Consequently many parishioners only became aware of the additional site options at Regulation 14.
 Timing of consultation meetings/exhibition – held in the summer holidays.
 Handling of concerns raised regarding the proposed allocation at Brookhampton (Policies 18 and 19) insufficient.
 Reluctance of the NPWG to hold public meetings.
 The advice of the NPWG ‘s consultant to consider NCY22 as part of a future review was ignored.
 Failure to await AECOM’s Site Options Assessment Supplementary Report Aug 2021 before launching Regulation 14 consultation or to
seek other appropriate public consultation. The late publication of these documents resulting in an unreasonably short period for
comments resulted in an inadequate consultation.
 Publicity and conduct of village hall neighbourhood plan events: These events were not well advertised as was clear with the poor
attendance at the events.
 Limited use of social media by the NPWG to provide information to the community.
 Decisions not being taken with an open mind – more concerned about speed than getting decisions right.
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Site Options and
Assessment
Supplementary
Report, Final,
AECOM, August
2021

The Excalibur which is widely read by the Parish at points only included mention of the NP website which did not accommodate those
without internet access.
Although the NP website originally invited the public to subscribe to its email newsletters, the NPWG made minimal use of this facility
throughout 2021/22.
Concern about the way in which the issue of affordable housing at Yarlington has been addressed.

NCY17:
 P46 Site contains habitats with the potential to support priority species? Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats? The
response does not consider the fact that the site is in the immediate vicinity of wildlife corridors and rich wildlife habitats.
 P46 Is there existing vehicle access to the site, or potential to create suitable access? Factually incorrect as there is no suitable or safe
access via Mitchells Row as stated.
 P46 Is there existing pedestrian access to the site, or potential to create suitable access? And is there existing cycle access to the site,
or potential to create suitable access? Response of PROW and Bridleway are factually incorrect.
NCY22:
 P78 Site contains habitats with the potential to support priority species? Does the site contain local wildlife-rich habitats? The
response does not consider the fact that the site is in the immediate vicinity of wildlife corridors and rich wildlife habitats.
 P78 Is there existing vehicle access to the site, or potential to create suitable access? The Response of "Access from Mitchells Row
alongside garages of existing properties - within red line boundary of site, however, access is not likely to support residential
development and access may be required through Site NCY17 and this site may therefore be dependent on Site NCY17 coming
forward.” The access to the garages is private. The no through lane that is Mitchells Row is very narrow and single vehicle wide with
no passing spaces, it is well-used by pedestrians and already congested with cars. There is no capacity for an increase in vehicular
movements and to do so would introduce significant dangers.
 P78 Is there existing pedestrian access to the site, or potential to create suitable access? And is there existing cycle access to the site,
or potential to create suitable access? Response of PROW and Bridleway are incorrect.
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