
3 December 2010

South Somerset District Council

Council Offices 


Brympton Way

Yeovil BA20 2HT

For the attention of Mr Andy Foyne, Spatial Policy Manager

Dear Sirs

Draft Core Strategy (incorporating Preferred Options) of October 2010
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This is the response from the South Somerset District Committee, representing the Somerset Branch of Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE), to the above document.

Some General Points
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CPRE has a number of basic policies, which it considers should be incorporated in the Core Strategy, as follows

a. The priority for housing should be the provision of affordable accommodation for          local people working locally;

b. In the interests of food security there should be a presumption against     development on agricultural land, given that, nationally and worldwide, population     is growing and the area of cultivatable land is declining;

c. 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; and

d. Because of diminishing reserves and increasing demand, the price trend of all         fossil fuels but especially oil and gas will be upwards and this will increase both         transport costs and agricultural input costs.
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Specific Comments

3

Policy SS3 District Wide Housing Provision.   Provision for 16,600 new dwellings would be excessive.  It is based on a population of 158,000 in 2006 and 185,050 in 2026 and assumes a 20 year growth of 17.1% or 1,352.5pa; about 1/3 being natural growth and the rest due to net inward migration.  The most recent figures from Office of National Statistics (ONS) suggest that net inward migration has fallen substantially  

and there is no reason to suppose it would recover to former levels.  In fact more people left the District in 2009 than came in.  On this basis a reasonable population forecast for 2026 might be around 170,000, requiring perhaps 10,000 new dwellings if the average household size fell to 2.16 or about 6,000 if it remained at 2.33.
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Policy SS4 Delivering New Housing Growth.  This suggests that about half of the new dwellings should be in or adjacent to Yeovil.  On the basis of a maximum District  requirement of 10,000 (see para 3 above), this  would mean around 5,000 for Yeovil,of which about 4,000 could be accommodated on the three Key Sites allocated in the Local Plan, if they were built to a density of 60 dwellings per hectare (dph) rather than around 35dph, any balance being covered by redevelopments, conversions etc.  There would be no need for any further development on greenfield land and the urban eco town extension becomes unnecessary.
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Policy SS5 Delivering New Employment Land.  Some new employment land may well be necessary but 107.43ha seems excessive.  For example, the 19.4ha allocated for Ilminster is clearly far more than the town or its travel to work area could support, meaning that if all of it were developed it would encourage inward commuting or a demand for housing for inward migrating employees.
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Policy YV1 Brownfield and Greenfield Housing Provision for Yeovil.  The suggestion that new dwellings within the Urban Framework would all be on brownfield land is misleading as the three Key Sites (see para 4) are largely greenfield.
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Policy YV2 Yeovil Urban Extension.  This is considered unnecessary for reasons already stated (see para 4).  It is desirable that all new developments in the District should be to eco-town standards.  Why just one site?  In any case, it is not possible to understand how a proposal to cover up Best and Most Versatile land (and that mostly Grade 1), one of this country’s most precious assets, could pass any sort of sustainability appraisal.
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Policy YV3 Yeovil Urban Village.  This concept is supported.  More might be done to include additional dwellings through redevelopment elsewhere inside Yeovil.     
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Policy CV1 Chard Growth Area & Policy CV2 Chard Phasing. These policies are considered to be unrealistic and over ambitious. They require infrastructure investment on a scale which is unlikely to be forthcoming. The population of Chard has grown substantially but there is no reason to believe such a trend can or should continue indefinitely.  In industrial terms Chard has maintained a fine record of success in manufacturing, at a time at a time when manufacturing industry has declined nationally .  Nonetheless there have been in recent years some notable losses of employment.  It is significant that the Local Plan Key Site KS/CHAR/1 has not materialised and that, for example, two plots of land on the Furnham Road Business Park (2.6 and 3.5 acres) are currently on offer, one having been for sale for at least 15 years.  Perhaps Chard has reached its growth limits.  A revised policy, concentrating on improving what is already there, might be a better route forward.
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Policy HG2 Housing Density It is considered that the proposed housing densities are not high enough and that the minima should be 50dph in rural areas and market towns and 60dph in Chard and Yeovil.  This would be in the interest of reducing loss of greenfield land.
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Policy HG3 The use of Previously Developed Land (PDL) for new housing development.  The fact that a minimum of only 30% of new dwellings on PDL would be sought is an indication of the problems SSDC is facing and that nothing can be allowed to grow indefinitely.
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Policy HG4 Provision of Affordable Housing.  If house prices fall, developers will undoubtedly claim that the 35% provision, not to mention other anticipated planning gain items, makes a development unviable, in which case the Council should retain its right to refuse planning permission and consider other ways of providing affordable housing.                     
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Policy EP4 Conversion or Re-use of Buildings in the Countryside.  It is recommended that the words “structurally sound and capable of conversion without demolition” should be clearly defined.  There have been many cases of so called conversions being in effect complete rebuilds.

14

Policy EP9 Farm Diversification.  Farm diversification needs defining and should involve adding value to farm produce coming from the farm in question and its neighbours (eg production of cider butter, bacon etc), rather than bringing in activities which have no need to be in a rural location.
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Policy EQ1 Addressing Climate Change in South Somerset. It is not clear whether the sustainability levels for new dwellings apply from when planning permission is granted or from when construction actually begins and it is recommended that the latter should apply; that is that the new levels should be 
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enforced from when construction begins and furthermore that these standards should apply to all new dwellings.  All new developments should have zero rainwater run off specified.
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Low Impact Dwellings.  This subject seems not to be addressed at all.  There is a small but growing demand for low impact dwellings on small agricultural holdings which, in the normal sense, might not be considered viable but would suffice to support the less conventional lifestyle being sought.  It is recommended that a policy should be drafted on the lines of the original Policy HG12 in the Local Plan.

Conclusion
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There is much in the Draft Core Strategy with which CPRE is in agreement.  This response obviously concentrates on objections.  It is acknowledged that SSDC is faced with a difficult task in planning “sustainable development” because very little development is sustainable in terms of meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs (see para 1.8 of the Draft).  Attention is drawn to the response from CPRE (17 April 2008)

to the Core Strategy Issues and Options document of March 2008, which is as relevant today as it was then.

Yours faithfully

H N Best, for South Somerset District Committee

