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Planning Policy

Mendip District Council
Cannards Grave Road

Shepton Mallet

Somerset

BA4 5BT






29th March 2011
Dear Sirs

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK: DRAFT CORE STRATEGY CONSULTATION

The Mendip CPRE District Group, part of CPRE Somerset Branch, largely supports the policies put forward by the Council in the draft Core Strategy. 
CPRE Somerset would like to see vibrant market towns and thriving rural communities.  In the countryside we want to see dispersed, small-scale, high quality development so that rural communities survive. We do not believe that adding blocks of estates to the edge of towns and villages is the way forward.  We have the following concerns and would encourage the Authority to consider them:  

NB: The relevant policy numbers are in red at the end of each section
HOUSING ALLOCATION 
· Numbers – the annual housing allocation (2006-2026) set out in “Proposed changes to draft RSS (2008)” was 415 homes for Mendip, yet the draft Core Strategy has now set an overall target for the district of 9,130, which equates to an annual target of 456.  How can Mendip District Council justify increasing the house building target when both Taunton Deane and South Somerset have chosen to reduce their targets compared to numbers imposed by the RSS.  Even Sedgemoor, with its larger settlement of Bridgwater has kept the same target as that set by the RSS. Mendip alone has chosen to increase the housing numbers and Somerset CPRE is very concerned about this. 



CP1, CP2
· Distribution - Planning policy focuses the vast majority of new housing development on “strategic settlements” and “primary villages”.  We would argue the following:

· The definition of primary villages should also include potential employment opportunities so that housing is created near to workplaces, reducing the need for travel.  CP1, CP2, CP4
· Many secondary villages do actually have the capacity, in terms of development land within the village envelope, to accommodate small scale housing developments.  Yet, the Core Strategy overlooks these and proposes larger scale developments attached to primary villages and larger towns which will distort the settlements by their sheer scale and create a strain on existing services.  Scattered small scale housing developments spread fairly and appropriately in villages and countryside that can accommodate them can result in thriving rural communities and revived rural services DP16
To illustrate this, more clearly, we are concerned that Mendip DC has not kept to its own guidelines with reference to an expansion rate of no higher than 15% in villages.  
For example, proposals to build 27 new homes in Ditcheat would expand the number of homes in that village by 30 – 40%.  This proposed development would also destroy an orchard and valued area of open space informally used by the local people for recreation.  At the same time, nearby Alhampton has brownfield sites where housing could be suitable, but it is not classed as a primary village so these sites are overlooked.  CP1, CP2, CP4
· In our opinion, there are several villages/hamlets which are neither primary or secondary which can take development. For example, Draycott is classed as a primary village but has little or no infill land available so will have to put up with a large development at it’s edge, whereas nearby Rodney Stoke has several small gaps which could be infilled with attractive, small scale developments, yet it is overlooked because it is not a primary or even a secondary village.  The school in Draycott is on the west side and the far side of the road from most of the housing. Many parents transport children by car from within the village so it would be a minimal additional journey from Rodney Stoke.  We would urge Mendip DC to carry out a Housing Capacity study in consultation with local communities, via their Parish Councils, to identify those areas that are most suitable for housing.







CP1, CP2, CP4
· For larger towns, policies should be encouraging thriving town centres and not just expansion at the edge into countryside. CPRE is very concerned at the proposal to build on Greenfield land at the Western edge of Wells.  If this large development is allowed, all these homes are a long way from the nearest primary school, resulting in more car journeys, increased congestion and increased carbon emissions.  To assume that all residents of this estate will use the proposed cycle route and not drive into town is naïve.  Given the good availability of brownfield sites in Wells (Tincknells, Nutricia, Clares, Thales)
and the fact that Greenfield land is presently being destroyed for employment land at Gate Lane, we would urge Mendip DC to reject this plan for large scale housing on Greenfield land.

DP3
· There should be more flexibility over “change of use” of existing premises.  For example, some empty shops or pubs in town centres might be considered for redevelopment as homes, bringing a community back into the heart of towns such as Shepton Mallet.  This might also encourage some level of self-policing of anti-social behaviour in town centres.

CP1, CP2, DP15
· Policies which encourage and enable families to stay together should be a priority.  Historically, different generations looked after each other and there was, therefore, less cost to society as a whole.  Policies which allow for extensions to allow older family members to move in should be considered.


DP8
· Design - Fundamentally, all new housing developments should be of the highest quality in terms of design and appropriate to its setting.  If this were truly the case, there would be far fewer objections to new housing, even in open countryside.  The following suggestions are made:
· Policies on housing density should not assume that higher densities are the most appropriate solution across the board. A range of densities should be provided with higher densities where the landscape impact is less severe and in areas with good public transport, services and infrastructure.
· Development management policies should ensure the highest levels of design across the district.  We would urge Mendip to recommend via planning conditions, the use of local materials and design features in new housing, rather than the soulless off-the-peg designs that strips areas of all local character.


CP5, DP1, DP2
· Timing - With regard to larger developments around key settlements, nothing is said about release of parcels of land over the period. Clearly release of large parcels attracts national home suppliers and as a consequence materials and labour are brought in in bulk from outside Mendip, whereas if small parcels are released over a longer period, small local companies can build using local skills and material suppliers.  Of course, this is harder to manage, with the infrastructure in particular, but the benefits are clear.  Similarly, for the larger proposals such as the 500 homes proposed for greenfield land in Wells, if the whole allocation were made at one time in one place, that could create estates with a single developer developing in a limited number of house styles. This could also potentially create a bulge in the age group of the population putting a strain on facilities such as schools.  
EMPLOYMENT
· Local Jobs - Any further provision of land for employment should be with a view to providing job opportunities for local people, rather than to encourage business growth as an end in itself, requiring net inward migration into the District
CP3
· Quality jobs – there needs to be more “joined up thinking” to encourage improvements in skill levels of local workers.  One of the reasons that house prices are out of reach of many local people is that there are so many low-skilled workers.
CP3
· Communication – Access to good broadband speed is now essential for any new business or relocation, particularly if it is located in the countryside.  With the current low provision of high speed broadband and the poor road infrastructure that serves most of Mendip District, there are limits as to how much new employment can be encouraged to come to Mendip.  
OTHER KEY POINTS

· Tourism and Landscape Quality - One industry which continues to grow and, we believe, should be encouraged, is tourism, particularly sustainable tourism which supports the rural economy and its environment.  At present, there is the risk of despoiling the attractive landscape valued by tourists, by encouraging too much unsightly roadside, ribbon development.  We are pleased that a Landscape Character Assessment has been carried out to identify Mendip’s landscape character and that policy is to conserve and enhance this character. We are concerned however that the Core Strategy seems to pay little heed to this.
· Horsiculture - Mendip has, in places, a highly attractive farmed setting. In other areas, however, farmland is under threat from fragmentation by “horsiculture” and hobby farming.  We believe that policies are needed, and must be enforced, to ensure that farming remains the predominant land use in the District.  Where consent is sought for change of use to allow equine structures or associated highways works, separate from an existing farmstead, then consent should be refused.  



DP17
· Best and Most Versatile Land - if sites are to be developed around urban areas, we would urge the Council to look at the evidence presented in the recent and detailed Agricultural Land Classification and to avoid the “Best and Most Versatile” agricultural land. The future agenda sees local food production as important and CPRE believes that Mendip DC should modify its plans to adapt to this new situation.  We are concerned that future expansion of towns may occur without a good understanding of the effects on agriculture and the landscape.  Farming conserves landscape character and heritage. It also provides food, the backdrop to recreation, places for wildlife to exist and for flooding to take place. It does this, for no cost.

· Enforcement – we are concerned that, across Mendip, enforcement procedures are inadequate and under resourced.  Unless this situation is improved, we will continue to see poor quality developments despoiling our beautiful landscape.

Finally, we would like to make the point that, in our view, the public consultation process for the draft Core Strategy has been less than satisfactory on the following counts:  
· The public consultation meetings and displays were of poor quality and not appropriate for the general public
· The actual document is written in complex language and with much repetition

· More paper copies should have been available to consultees.  CPRE is a charity funded solely by its membership and we had to pay £10 to receive one paper copy.  Many of our members do not have access to the internet and will therefore have struggled to make a full response.

I look forward to receiving your feedback on our comments in due course.

Yours sincerely

Paul Bryan

Chairman, CPRE Somerset 

President         		


Roger Martin





Chairman


Paul Bryan





Please reply to:- 


The Administrator


Becky Collier


8 Rowdens Road


Wells


Somerset  BA5 1TU


Tel: 0845 269 4206


Email: � HYPERLINK "mailto:admin@cpresomerset.org.uk" ��admin@cpresomerset.org.uk�

















The Somerset Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England exists to promote the beauty, tranquility and diversity of rural England by encouraging the sustainable use of land and other natural resources in town and country.



A company limited by guarantee.  Registered in England number 04755482.    

Registered Office: Rosewood Cottage. Main street, Barton St David, Somerton, Somerset. TA11 6BZ.  

Registered Charity number 1100860.
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