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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This report has been prepared by ECA and has been amended following discussions with lImin-
ster Town Council on the 6th November 2022 This report sets out the responses to the Inspectors
comments raised as part of the Regulation 16 phase. A number of actions have been raised as a
result of the letter and a response shall be provided to each in turn.

1.2 Inspector comments are written in italics, ECA’'s recommended actions are written in blue. |
have amended the NP and | have provided a tracked changes version which shows the additional
text in red and any removed text with a line through.

2. LETTER POINT 1.

2.1 | can confirm that | have received a copy of the draft Plan and most of the accompanying docu-
mentation, including copies of the original Regulation 16 representations. However, there are a number
of what appear to be mistakes in the presentation of the documents, which are unhelpful and therefore
need to be clarified/corrected. It also appears that some of the Appendices to the Consultation State-
ment have not been provided.

2.2 Arevised package of all the documents has been collated and is available on the link in the
email.

2.3 More particularly, Abpendix D to the Plan is identified as the Consultation Statement. However,
that document is entitled Regulation 14 Version and dated 11 December 2020 and there is a separate
document, produced by ECA and dated 8 October 2021, entitled Regulation 14 consultation report. |
have assumed that together the two documents are intended to comprise the Consultation Statement
required to be submitted under Regulation 15 (1)(b) of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regula-
tions 2012.

2.4 Appendix D Consultation Statement and the Regulation 14 consultation report do comprise the
Consultation Statement required to be submitted under Regulation 15 (1)(b) of The Neighbourhood
Planning (General) Regulations 2012. The dates on these documents have been updated to reflect
the current submission.

2.5 Regulation 15(1)(d) requires the submission of a Basic Conditions Statement. Again, this is
included as an appendix to the Plan and is described on the title page and in the footer as the Regula-
tion 14 Version dated 11 December 2020. Table 1 refers to compliance with the National Planning Pol-
icy Framework (NPPF) February 2019, however, page 4 refers to the more recent 2021 NPPF. Again, |
have had to assume that the Basic Conditions Statement has been updated.

2.6 Regulation 15(1)(d) requires the submission of a Basic Conditions Statement is described on the
title page and in the footer as the Regulation 14 Version dated 11 December 2020. This has been
removed. Reference to NPPF 19 not 21 is an oversight and has been amended throughout the docu-



ments.

2.7 | have noted, and also have been referred to by others, to a number of errors in the Plan itself, for
example references to housing allocations that are no longer in the submitted Plan and mistakes on
the Proposals Map, which will need correction if the Plan were to proceed to referendum.

Para- There are eleven overall aims — “Twelve” should be agreed and amended
graph 1.1 [amended. Additionally the Plan has fourteen policies rath-
er than “fifteen”.

Para- It is suggested that “..the South Somerset District Council |[agreed and amended
graph (SSDC) adopted and Local Plan Review” is amended to
1.3 "..the adopted South Somerset Local Plan and emerging

Local Plan Review’.

Table 1 | Stage 7 - itis suggested that “SSDC” is written in full. amended
Stage 8 — it is suggested that ‘by the Local Planning Au- | amended
thority’ is inserted after “Adopted”.

Para- It is suggested that “South Somerset District Council amended
graph (SSDC) Adopted and Local Plan Review” is amended to
3.5.1 “..the adopted South Somerset Local Plan and emerging

Local Plan Review’.

Para- This paragraph has been deleted and paragraphs 3.8 and |amended
graph 3.9 now need to be re-numbered in the final version of

3.7 the Plan.

Para- “Figure 3” should be revised to ‘Figure 2’. Figure 2 is the principles of
graph one planet living - no change.
4.4.2

Table 4 | The dates of the HRA and SEA will need to be updated in | amended
the final version of the Plan.

Para- It is suggested that “...the Adopted and Local Plan Re- amended
graph view...” is amended to ‘...the adopted South Somerset

5.3.1 Local Plan and emerging Local Plan Review.

Para- There are 11 aims listed. amended
graph

6.3.1

Para- There are 11 aims listed. amended
graph

7.2.1




Figure 3 | The Green Corridor annotation appears to be missing or  [amended

is incorrectly shown on the key.

ILM3: Designated Local Green Space ..” it is suggested

this is amended to ‘Local Green Space designations and

Green Corridor assets’ as not all the areas denoted by the

map are Local Green Space as defined by the NPPF.

“...Fig 6. should be Fig 4. amended

Policy | The Council considers that criterion e. does not read well |amended

ILM1 with the introductory text to Policy ILM1. To address this it
is suggested that criterion e could be included as part of
d as follows:

d) Conserve and enhance local landscape character and
features, including trees, hedgerows and waterways by:

i) ensuring all new development includes a strategic land-
scape plan and associated management for the whole site
to include hard and soft landscaping which enhances the
local landscape.

Figure 4 | The full extent of the Iiminster Conservation Area is not Note says * some parts of
shown. Some elements denoted on the map extend the Conservation Area are
beyond the Neighbourhood Area (NA). To address this outside the Neighbourhood
it is suggested that there should be a caveat/disclaimer Plan Area but influence
included at the bottom of the map to acknowledge that environmental assets within
some elements are outside the NA but influence environ- | the Neighbourhood Plan
mental assets within the NA. Area
It is suggested that “Local Green Space” is revised to Amended
‘Local Green Space and Green Corridor assets’. This will
address the fact that not all the assets are LGS as defined
by the NPPF.

It is unclear what the dark blue line that extends beyond [ Delete
the NA denotes.

Policy Criterion a. SSDC have published evidence on Tree Can- [ ‘all’ changed to ‘all major

ILM2 opy cover in the District https://www.southsomerset.gov. [ development’.
uk/media/5325/ssdc-tree-canopy-cover-report-2021-fi- Amended 1o ‘a. Ensure a 20
nal pdf to 30% tree canopy cover
It is suggested that it would be more appropriate to refer- ’ .
ence the TCC aim for between 20% and 30% tree canopy across the site.
cover on new developments. This aligns with the evidence
base. It is also suggested that it may be more proportion-
ate to apply the policy to major development rather than
“All development..” .

Para- It is suggested that the final sentence is amended to the [amended

graph following ‘Information pertaining to phosphates including

8.7.2 the Somerset Levels & Moors Phosphates Budget Cal-

culator can be found online. The Somerset Levels and
Moors Phosphates Mitigation Solutions Report, 2022 has
now also been published, https://www.southsomerset.gov.
uk/services/planning/phosphates-and-nutrient-neutrality/
somerset-levels-and-moorsramsar-site/




Para-

graph
877

It is unclear to SSDC if it is the intention of liminster Town
Council to seek all funding options or for local residents
to do this. this may require the text to be revised to pro-
vide clarification.

added - and liminster Town
Counci

Policy
ILM3

Criterion a. - it is suggested that “.. of designated local
green spaces* and well signposted routes..” is revised to
‘designated local green spaces, green linear assets and
well signposted routes.. Criterion d. It is suggested that
“site allocations” is amended to ‘development proposals’.
Table 8:

(H) Areas of this LGS extend beyond the Neighbourhood
Area which is not appropriate. Part of the proposed LGS
includes the track running through part of the area pro-
posed as ILM2 in the Local Plan Review Preferred Op-
tions. The supporting Landscape Assessment identifies a
central recreation/ riparian corridor. The corridor through
Shudrick Valley is not a Public Right of Way, but a permis-
sive route by the landowner. The route is included in the
Three Peaks Walks https://www.ilminsterexperience.co.uk/
wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Route-Map-2018-v1.0.pdf
(P), (Q) and (R) Areas of PROW should be deleted. The
PPG states the following:

What about public rights of way?

Areas that may be considered for designation as Local
Green Space may be crossed by public rights of way.
There is no need to designate linear corridors as Local
Green Space simply to protect rights of way, which are
already protected under other legislation.

Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 37-018-20140306 Revision
date: 06 03 2014

amended

amended

Figure 3 and 4 maps amend-
ed to remove Local Green
Spaces outside of NP area.
Delete P Q and R Local
Green Spaces

Para-

graph
8.8.1

The reference to the NPPF should be updated to 2021.
b. should be paragraph number 8.8.2 - otherwise it reads
as part of the NPPF definition of Gl.

amended

amended

Para-

graph
8.8.6

See comments under Policy ILM3.

removed p qr




Policy
ILM4

Policy ILM12 does not allocate sites for development, it
applies to all housing development. Currently at SSDC

all planning applications for major housing development
would be expected to make contributions towards stra-
tegic facilities which would include sports halls. An al-
ternative approach would be for the NP to include text
to state that a certain percentage of the neighbourhood
portion of any CIL receipts would be committed to such
a facility. The Indoor Sports Facilities Needs Assessment,
2019 https://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/media/1964/
indoor-sports-facilities-needs-assessment-final.docx
notes that there is no sports hall provision within liminster.
The key strategic recommendations include to “Retain a
watching brief in respect of ensuring that sufficient day-
time access is available to indoor sports and other facil-
ities across the district.” https://www.southsomerset.gov.
uk/media/1970/leisure-facilities-strategy-feb-2019.pdf

amended to refer to the local
plan.

Table 9

It is suggested that Table 9 could include the Tree Canopy
Cover in South Somerset 2021 study if relevant aims and
targets are included in ILM2 as suggested.

added

Para-

graph
8.10.2

It is suggested that “...has been agreed through a planning
application for employment land.” is amended to ‘is being
addressed through a planning application for a mixed use
scheme on Station Road’.

amended

Policy
ILM5

Criterion b. - it is suggested that this should be more
inclusive so it is clear that it applies to a wide range of
economic development including business hubs.

added ‘Employment uses
such as’

Policy
ILM6

As currently written the Policy does not flow. It is sug-
gested that the opening paragraph it is suggested that it
should state ‘Applications will be supported where they
support the retention and enhancement of existing en-
tertainment venues, and improve liminster's profile and
performance as a...... Criterion g. can then be deleted.

ECA recommend the wording
to state: ‘Applications will be
supported where they retain

and enhance liminster’s day
and night time economy,
shopper and visitor offering,

entertainment venues, and
improve liminster’s profile
and performance.’




Policy
ILM7

Not all development proposals will require an archaeolog-
ical evaluation. It is suggested that criterion h. is amended
as follows to reflect the approach taken by SSDC's ar-
chaeological advisor:

In recognition of liminster’s archaeological resource,
development proposals within the Area of High Archaeo-
logical Potential or that are likely to have an impact on a
heritage asset of archaeological interest identified on the
Historic Environment Record will be required to provide an
archaeological assessment where appropriate.

It is suggested that the following text is included in the
supporting text - perhaps between paras 9.6.3 and 9.6.4
of the Plan:

Where a proposal is likely to affect a heritage asset with
archaeological interest, the application will be referred to
the Local Planning Authority’s archaeological advisor and,
where appropriate, archaeological assessment may be re-
quired in advance of determination of applications (in line
with the requirements of the NPPF paragraph 194).

amended

added

Policy
ILM8

This policy will not be applicable to all developments
therefore it is suggested that it commences with ‘Where
appropriate new development will.....

amended

Policy
ILM9

This policy will not be applicable to all developments
therefore it is suggested that it commences with ‘Where
appropriate new development will.....

Should “adjacent” be ‘access’ otherwise it does not make
sense?

Suggest that reference to Policy ILM10 is deleted - see
comments in relation ILM10.

amended

should be access - amended

deleted

Policy
ILM10

Proposals a.-g. are unlikely to be used in the determina-
tion of planning applications, they are strategic aims and
may be more appropriately listed separately in an ap-
pendix as ‘Projects’ to be overseen by the Town Council.
If the Examiner is minded to retain the Policy then it is
suggested that the opening paragraph could be amended
to read:

‘The Town Council through its own strategies and work
with partners will improve the following liminster gateways
and road junction as identified in Figure 1 of the lIminster
neighbourhood Plan Proposals Map — this includes.....

deleted.

Policy
ILM11

It is suggested that ‘Development’ is inserted as the first
word of the policy prior to “Proposals”.

It may be more appropriate to state ‘contribute to’ instead
of “provide” given the context of this policy.

Development proposals in
lIminster’s Town Centre will
be supported where they
contribute to:

Para-

graph
10.9.3

“Table 11” should be revised to ‘Table 12.

amended




Policy
ILM12

SSDC has now published the Local Housing Needs As-
sessment 2020 link and the Update, 2021 link . These
documents do support the provision of some M4(2) and
self-build homes.

Paragraph 17 of the 2021 document states: The evidence
supports the need for a target of 25% of all housing to
meet M4(2) standards, with an additional 10% of dwellings
needing to be delivered to M4(3) standard. However, we
would note the government consulted in 2020 around the
future of the technical standards and it may be that all
new dwellings will be required to be M4(2) standard in the
future, but the outcome of the consultation is still awaited.
With regard to self-build the document recognises that
SSDC are meeting their legal requirements in this area and
that the system is working well for those seeking bespoke
properties. However, paragraph 20 of the 2021 document
notes that within this group there are likely to be some
households who are seeking to help design their own
house, often from customising the interior or set exterior,
meanwhile other households will be seeking affordable
homeownership dwellings where they can be heavily in-
volved in the building of their final property. It is for these
two groups that South Somerset could see to work more
proactively.

It is suggested that the *note regarding sites of less than
ten dwelling may cause uncertainty for decision-makers
and applicants. It is suggested that it would be more ap-
propriate to apply the policy to major development (10 or
more dwellings).

As written it is unclear if the “20 or more dwellings” applies
to the mix of house types and sizes. It is suggested that
this could be resolved by re-ordering paragraphs 2 and 3.

agree, this is the evidence to
date.

Agree this is the evidence to
date.

changed to major

amended

Para-

graph
11.51

The Development Area as shown on the INP inset map
reflects the adopted SSLP. The Canal Way site is identi-
fied as a Direction of Growth in the adopted SSLP (Policy
PMT3). It is suggested that text is amended to state:

The Development Area for liminster as defined in the
adopted South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 and rep-
licated in the INP provides the potential for more infill and
windfall development provided it is in accordance with the
other Development Plan policies.

amended

Para-

graph
11.7.1

“Table 12" should be revised to ‘Table 13’.

amended




Para-

graph
11.7.3

“2. Until a Neighbourhood Plan reaches an advanced
stage or is adopted, all planning applications will need
only to be determined against the NPPF.”

This statement is not accurate. Until a neighbourhood plan
reaches an advanced stage planning decisions should be
in accordance with the Development Plan unless materi-
al considerations indicate otherwise, which includes the
NPPF.

amended

Para-

graph
11.7.4

The Brownfield Register was updated in 2021 and now
includes 6 sites in lIminster. Details can be found here.

amended

Glossa-
ry

Adopted South Somerset Local Plan (2016-2028) — date
of Plan is 2006-2028

Infrastructure Funding Statements — it is suggested that
the description is amended to ‘An IFS is a document that
must be published each year by a “contribution receiv-
ing authority”. A contribution receiving authority is any
authority which issues a Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) liability notice or receives money or in-kind works
from a Section 106 agreement.

Local Plan Review (2020-2040) - It may be useful to note
that two rounds of Reg 18 consultation on the Local Plan
Review have taken place. However, in the context of Local
Government Reorganisation and the move to a new uni-
tary Somerset Council on 1 April 2023 the existing coun-
cils will no longer be progressing new plans through the
statutory process based on their individual geographies.
Existing county and district councils are working closely to
scope the content and timescales for new Development
Plan(s) to be prepared in the future as part the single uni-
tary council. Further information can be found here .
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) — suggest the
addition of ‘most recently’ prior to “updated”.

amended

added

added

Para- Reference to NPPF needs to be updated to 2021. amended
graph

1.5

Para- The 2018 reference to the PPG is now out of date the amended
graphs | Design section was updated in 2019.

1.6-1.7 It might be useful to reference the 2021 NPPF section

on Achieving well-designed places and the emphasis on
creating high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings
and places




Para- Points 5 and 6 are repeated. deleted
graph
1.1
Para- This paragraph refers to “general characteristics of lImin-
graph ster”, characteristics are mentioned in Policy ILM7 - there
2.1 needs to be clarity in the policy and the correct links

between the policy and the design guide to ensure inten-

tions are clear for applicants and decision makers.

It is suggested that The liminster Conservation Area Ap-

praisal (2016) and The liminster by Design (2001) are add-

ed to the list in paragraph 1.11. amended
Para- Should “Inter-dispersed be ‘interspersed’? amended
graph “century” should have a capital ‘C". amended
2.4 The full-stop is missing at the end of the paragraph.
Para- “...sometimes follow contours...” the ‘ing’ is missing from added
graph the end of “follow”.
31.
Street Bottom left photograph — “The low wall defines a clear amended
scene boundary...” suggest this is amended to ‘The low wall and
features |railings defines a clear boundary..’
in llm- | Bottom middle photograph — the ‘s’ is missing from the
inster, end of “side”. amended
page 22
Neigh- | Please see comments above on the Neighbourhood Plan [ map amended
bour- regarding the map.
hood
Plan
ldentifi-
cations
Para- “CQO” should be CO2 found on p49 - amended
graph
37
Page 50 |Itis suggested that the “Biodiversity” section could in- added
(docu- [clude a reference the implementation of Biodiversity Net
ment) Gain through the Environment Act 2021.
Page 51 |Itis suggested that “Sustainable Drainage Systems such amended
(docu- |as ..”is revised to state ‘Sustainable Drainage Systems
ment) include measures such as..’.
Page 51 | “Green” should have a lower case ‘g’ amended
(docu-
ment)
Page 52 | Passive solar gain: the full-stop is missing at the end of the [ added
(docu- |section. image moved.
ment) Energy efficiency: the ‘e’ from the end of “reduc” is miss-

ing - image may have obscured some words.
Renewable technologies: “bei..” should be ‘being” — image
may have obscured some words.




3.8 Bio- [ First line: “have” should be 'has’. amended.
diversi- [ It is suggested that “the green chain” is amended to ‘the
ty, trees | green corridor’.

and
green
infra-
struc-
ture

2.8 Errors mentioned in the regulation 16 comments from SSDC have been edited as per the table.
3. ANNEX Q5

3.7 On page 40 of the Plan, the lminster Green Corridor is incorrectly shown as green when the key
shows it as brown. Please confirm that the proposals map will be corrected if the INP is made.

3.2 The map has been amended.

4. ANNEX Q6.

4.1 | note that the Consultation Statement, appended to the Plan as Appendix D, only lists workshop
events held in 2019. Please provide details of any other public meetings held to discuss the draft Plan,
with dates, venues and numbers that attended, and information on any other events/exhibitions/dis-
plays where engagement took place with the local community as part of the Plan making process.

4.2 The following events were held to discuss the progress of the Neighbourhood Plan:

2nd December 2019 - liminster Town Council - lIminster Neighbourhood Plan Group meeting
- Discuss progress of NP - ECA and steering group in attendance.

13th February 2020 - Isle Barn, Winterhay Lane - liminster Neighbourhood Plan Group meet-
ing - Progress of NP - ECA and steering group in attendance.

29th February 2020 - liminster Neighbourhood Plan Group meeting - Progress of Neighbour-
hood Plan - Steering group.

16th March 2020 - liminster Town Council - Aecom meeting to discuss SEA. - Aecom and
ECA.

16th March 2020 - liminster Town Council Land owners meetings x2 - Discuss allocations -
ECA, steering group, Dillington Estate and landowners/agents.

23rd March 2020, zoom - Discuss progress of NP. - ECA and steering group in attendance.

29th June 2020, zoom - liminster Neighbourhood Plan Group meeting - Discuss progress of
NP. - ECA and steering group in attendance.

23rd September 2020, zoom - liminster Neighbourhood Plan Group meeting - Discuss pro-
gress of NP. - ECA and steering group in attendance.



9th December 2020, zoom - Discuss progress of the NP. - ECA and steering group

23rd March 2021, Town Council - Presented draft NP and outlined time scales - ECA and
steering group in attendance.

26th June 2021 - Consultation session in the Town Centre - advertised and open to the pub-
lic.

27th June 2021 - Consultation session in the Town Centre - advertised and open to the pub-
lic.

30th June 2021, Regulation 14 meeting - Shrubbery Hotel, with approximately 60 people in
attendance. It was advertised and open to the public. The regulation 14 version of the plan was dis-
played on boards and in paper form for people to review. Links to the website were also provided for
review in their own time. A presentation was given of the proposal.

10th July 2021 - Consultation session in the Town Centre - advertised and open to the public.

24th July 2021 - Consultation session in the Town Centre - advertised and open to the public.

6th October 2021, zoom - Discuss amendments to NP. - ECA and steering group

5. ANNEX Q.7

5.1 In respect of the Regulation 14 Consultation Report, please provide me with a list of the statu-
tory and non-statutory consultees. The Report at paragraphs 3.1 and 3.3 states that they are attached
as Appendix C, but that appendix deals with written representations. Also, whilst paragraph 3.5 refers
to Appendices E and G, and paragraph 4.45 refers to Appendix F, these are not listed in the contents
and are not included in my copy of the document. Please provide me with these appendices.

5.2 There are errors on the appendix letters in this report. Paragraph 3.1, 3.2, 3.5, and 4.45 have
been amended. Appendix A is a copy of the consultation leaflet. Statutory Consultee responses are
attached as Appendix B. A copy of written representation responses are Appendix C. A copy of the
results of the questionnaire is enclosed as Appendix D. Appendix E is a list of the statutory consultees
and non-statutory consultees.

6. ANNEX Q8.

6.1 Please advise me as to where in the Regulation 14 Consultation Report dated 8 October 2021
| find the representations made about the policy ILM12 housing sites. Please confirm whether the
Report addresses the representations made by the Save Shudrick Valley Group (SSVG), which were
‘lost’ and subsequently found. Please direct me to where | can read the ITC/INP Development Group
response to those representations.

6.2 In the Regulation 14 Consultation Report dated 8 October 2021 representations made about
the policy ILM12 housing sites can be found at the back of the report in Appendix B, C and D of that
document.

6.3 The Report addresses the representations made by the Save Shudrick Valley Group (SSVG),
specifically on pages 116 to 150. The changes made to the plan as a result of these comments are
specifically outlined within the document itself.



7. ANNEX Q9.

7.1 The questionnaire at Regulation 14 consultation was available online and in hard copy. Please
confirm whether they had the same text/questions, and if not, why that was, and provide them either as
a link or hard copy.

7.2 The text for the Paper Questionnaire was the same.
8. ANNEX Q10

8.1 Please advise on the most recent population and household data, including any information from
the 2021 census.

8.2 There has been a rise in the number of people living in South Somerset. On census day,
172,700 people were living in the area. This is up 7 per cent from 161,243 in 2011. South Somerset’s
population is now 48.9 per cent male and 51.1 per cent female, meaning there is now a slightly higher
proportion of women in the area than 10 years ago. A decade ago the population was made up of
10.6 per cent under-10s and 21.6 per cent over-65s, but this has changed to 10 per cent and 25.5%
respectively in 2021.

9. ANNEX Qf1.

9.1 | am concerned that, as drafted, policy ILM1 on Views lacks the necessary clarity for a land use
planning policy. The policy identifies 20 views that cross the town, some of which are short range and
some long distance, but the Plan lacks any clear explanation as to why they were selected and what

is important about the views shown. Please direct me to the detail of the evidence in support of policy
ILM1, including why the views shown are considered to be of particular relevance to the landscape
setting of the town and what it is about the views that is deemed to warrant protection. | am also inter-
ested to hear how it is envisaged that parts b. and c. would be applied in the determination of planning
applications.

9.2 The Peripheral Landscape Study Iliminster, Conservation and Design Unit, SSDC (November
2007) was a basis for identifying views. Views are a particular issue in ilminster because of valley po-
sition which means that the town is encased by the green valley slopes and green spaces form the
backdrop to mainly viewpoints.

9.3 The 20 views were selected as part of a walkabout with the liminster Steering Group and Forum
members. The methodology was taken from the Chard Neighbourhood Plan and did a walkabout
and assessed the view points.

9.4 The views were considered important if they were public views that add to the green backdrop
to the historic buildings. Views were public views only from places people have a connection with.



9.5 Points B and C of the policy will be used in the determination of planning applications by re-
spond to heights and spaces between buildings. Any extension or new builds would need to respond
to public views in their design. Any development should maintain and allow views through sites from
the public realm to the views and vistas beyond.

10. ANNEX Q12.

10.17 Government guidance requires that policies in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and un-
ambiguous.2 In that respect, | find policy ILM?2 as drafted lacks the necessary clarity and will require
significant revision if it is to meet the Basic Conditions. In particular, it is unclear what is meant by ‘are-
as of high recreational amenity’; ‘significant trees’ which are not TPO trees; ‘facilitate a Green corridor’
and whether this is different from the Green Corridor also referred to in policy ILM3 and shown on the
Proposals Map. Further, the provision of a 10m buffer adjacent to all existing and new habitats appears
an arbitrary and excessive requirement that would appear to preclude any new development, as even a
backyard or abandoned plot is a habitat. Unless the ITC can explain otherwise, | am presently minded
to recommend deletion of that part of the policy.

10.2  Policy ILM2 meets the Basic Conditions as the NP seeks to ensure that the ecology, biodi-
versity and trees within liminster are protected for current and future generations and in order to
mitigate against climate change and flooding. It seeks to ensure that proposals are sympathetic to
the environment and habitats of species to safeguard and enhance biodiversity in line with the NPPF
requirements.

10.3 Policy seeks to ensure it is sustainable by ensuring that the ecology, biodiversity and trees
within [Iminster are protected for current and future generations and in order to mitigate against
climate change and flooding. It seeks to ensure that proposals are sympathetic to the environment
and habitats of species to safeguard and enhance biodiversity in line with the requirements in the
adjacent policies.

10.4 Define ‘areas of high recreational amenity’; - an area that is communal and available to all for
social and recreational purposes including indoor or outdoor space, playgrounds, sports pitches or
facilities, tennis courts, lawn bowling greens, swimming pools, exercise or entertainment rooms and
other similar uses. This has been added to the glossary.

10.5 Define ‘significant trees’ which are not TPO trees; - any living woody perennial plant charac-
terized by a main stem or trunk having many branches and having a diameter of 12 inches or more
measured at breast height. For bifurcated or multi-trunked trees, the diameters of the individual
stems are added together to determine if a tree meets the 12-inch minimum diameter to qualify as a
significant tree. These definitions have been added to the glossary.

10.6  Define ‘facilitate a Green corridor’. - An environmental term used to convey the idea that
individual sites rich in biodiversity need to be linked together in a ‘corridor’ to facilitate the pas-
sage of wildlife between them. This is particularly important for migration, pollination and generally
to increase the potential gene pool for species which would otherwise be marooned and unable



to move around as required by their life cycles. This was in the glossary. The green corridor is the
same as defined in ILM3.

10.7 The provision of a 10m buffer adjacent to all existing and new habitats - Policy EQ6 of the
South Somerset Local Plan supports the implementation of the UK Forest Standard and resists
the loss of woodland and expanded where possible to provide buffers to core areas of wood-

land. Policy EQ7 of the emerging plan supports the implementation of the UK Forest Standard
and resists the loss of woodland and expanded where possible to provide buffers to core areas
of woodland.

10.8 Planning in a climate emergency written by the Centre for Sustainable Energy and the Town
and Country Planning Association seeks to provide buffer zones to developments to allow for wild-
life to navigate through a town and encourage biodiversity. There is no reference however to a set
distance in any of these documents and therefore the policy has been reworded to encourage but
not require 10 metres.

1. ANNEX Q13.

11.1 Please confirm that whilst it is not explicitly stated, the intent of policy ILM3 is to designate the
18 sites, listed in Table 8, as Local Green Spaces (LGS), as provided for in the NPPF at paragraphs
101 and 102. Of the 18, | note from paragraph 8.8.3 that 5 (A, B, M, N, G) are the responsibility of
the Town Council, whilst 3 ((P, Q, R) are public rights of way which the PPG advises do not need to be
designated as LGSs as they are already protected under other legalisation.3 Please provide more de-
tailed maps showing the extent of the LGSs and direct me to the evidence for their selection, including
details of contact with landowners.

1.2 The 5 sites, A, B, G, M, and N, are the responsibility of the Town Council and therefore have
been removed from the list as they are protected under other legislation, The 3 public rights of way,
P, Q, and R have been removed as they do not need to be designated as LGSs as they are already
protected under other legalisation.

1.3 The selection of these spaces formed part of a walkabout that was undertaken with the Iimin-
ster steering group and forum members and as part of the activities undertaken with local residents
at the Site Selection workshop in September 2019. Contact was made with landowners regarding
the plan on the 16th March 2020 in the form of a meeting. They have also been formally consulted at
regulation 14 and regulation 16 stage and invited to attend the various events held in the town due to
being members of the community or stakeholders.

1.4 A more detailed map showing the extent of the Local Green Spaces has been provided. Re-
moved sites A, B, G, M, N, P, Q, R and green spaces renamed -C=A,D=B,E=C,F=D,H=E, I=F,
J=G, K=H, L=, and O=J.

12.  ANNEX Q14.



12.1 Please provide further details as to what is meant in policy ILM3 by the term ‘Green Corridor’
network. If the intention is that the corridor is to be used for walking and cycling, as appears to be sug-
gested in policy ILM9, please explain how this is compatible with the objective set out in policy ILM3 c.
to increase biodiversity.

12.2  Policy ILM3 by the term ‘Green Corridor’ network seeks to increase biodiversity. ILM3 sup-
ports development which actively seeks to improve the connectivity of green infrastructure and
enhance biodiversity (and not supporting development which further fragments green infrastruc-
ture and impacts negatively on biodiversity). While we have a good network of green spaces in our
NP area, these are generally not linked. Identifying and securing wildlife links, or green corridors, is
essential to ensure the necessary replenishment and maintenance of species diversity for healthy
ecological function.

12.3  The intention is to make the green corridors car free spaces where possible to avoid conflict
with wildlife. As such are safe places for active travel such as cycling or walking for slower moving
and non polluting travel modes which are more compatible with wildlife.

13.  ANNEX Q15.

13.1 Policy ILM4, as drafted, refers to planning applications for ‘allocated sites covered in policy
ILM12’ contributing towards the delivery of a new indoor recreational facility adjacent to Canal Way, as
shown on the Proposals Map. In that policy ILM12 no longer allocates sites for development, please
advise as to how the recreational facility is proposed to be delivered. Where do | locate the evidence
as to the suitability and availability of the site shown on the Proposals Map for the proposed develop-
ment?

13.2  Evidence for location is part of planning permission in master plan. It is a sustainable accessi-
ble location and forms a cluster with other buildings. The building is needed to offset huge numbers
of housing being built. Delivery of this facility remains through CIL as part of the Local Plan alloca-
tions.

14. ANNEX Q16.

14.1 | have noted a number of references in the Plan to allocations and allocated sites yet the only
specific allocation in the submitted Plan is that in policy ILM5 for an liminster Environmental Employ-
ment Zone. Please explain why the western part of that allocation is shown as extending outside of the
development area boundary shown on the Proposals Map and referenced in policy ILM13.

14.2  Document reviewed to remove reference to allocations. The map for this zone has been
amended to be within the development area.

15.  ANNEX Q17.

15.1 Please confirm whether the ITC supports the rewording of policy ILM6 put forward by SSDC in



their comments on the Plan. SSDC suggested opening paragraph should state ‘Applications will be
supported where they support the retention and enhancement of existing entertainment venues, and
improve liminster’s profile and performance as a.....". Criterion g. can then be deleted.

15.2 ECA recommend the wording to state: ‘Applications will be supported where they retain and
enhance lIminster’'s day and night time economy, entertainment venues, and improve liminster’s pro-
file and performance: Criterion G is then deleted.

16. ANNEX Q19.

16.1 In that the INP, if made, will form part of the development plan, it should contain policies for the
development and use of land. Whilst plans should be prepared positively in a way that is aspiration-

al, they must also be deliverable. Policy ILM8 sets out the ITC’s aspirations to encourage shoppers
and visitors to come into the town centre, whilst paragraph 10.4.4 refers to the need to reduce, if not
remove, all car movements from the centre. Please advise as to whether there was any specific consul-
tation with local traders and businesses and the town’s Chamber of Trade on these proposals.

16.2 Trader engagement occurred as part of overall engagement with residents of the Town. All
were invited to attend the various engagement events and some signed up to the mailing list.

16.3  The plan seeks to provide traffic management by encouraging people to walk and bike and to
utilise the car parks avoiding on street parking or parking in town. Policies direct shoppers and visi-
tors to the car parks and as the traffic causes chaos.

17.  ANNEX Q20.

17.1 As drafted, policy ILM8 includes a number of matters such as car parking charges, the location
of bus stops, street signage, that are the subject of other legislation and do not fall within the jurisdic-
tion of planning control. Consequently, | am presently minded to recommend deletion of parts a. to d.,
unless the ITC can explain otherwise.

17.2 Parts a. to d are deleted and moved to an implementation section on page 19. This policy has
been combined with policy ILM11 and covers the historic town centre.

18. ANNEX Q21.

18.1 The PPG advises that neighbourhood plans, when made, are part of the statutory development
plan and as such should contain policies for the development and use of land; those policies are to
be used in the determination of planning applications. As drafted, policy ILM9 lacks the necessary
clarity as to how the ITC’s aspirations for safe interesting walking and cycling routes would be secured
through the grant of planning permission for development. Therefore, | am again presently minded to
recommend the deletion of the policy, unless the ITC can explain otherwise.

18.2 Any new development would need to provide a permeable network of safe and interesting cy-



cle routes. This would be achieved through the design of large scale developments or where appro-
priate on smaller sites which are currently restricting access to the network. In addition CIL or s106
money would seek further improvements in the public realm.

19. ANNEX Q22.

19.1 As drafted, policy ILM10 reads as a set of community aspirations or projects that the Town
Council wish to pursue and not as a policy to be used to determine applications for the development
or use of land. For that reason, | anticipate | shall need to recommend deletion from the Plan, unless
the ITC can suggest otherwise (for example, it could instead take the form of separately identified
‘Community Aspirations’ not forming part of the statutory Plan).

19.2  Policy ILM10 has been deleted and aspirations have been moved to the implementation sec-
tion on p.18 and 19.

19.3 ANNEX Q23.

19.4 Please confirm whether SSDC’s suggested amendments to policy ILM11 are acceptable to the
ITC.

19.5 Policy reworded to ‘Where appropriate development proposals in Iiminster’s Town Centre will
be supported where they contribute to:” Policy ILM11 combined with policy I[LM8.

20. ILM12 EVIDENCE M4(2) HOMES. ANNEX Q24.

20.1 Please direct me to the source of the justification, in terms of the particular characteristics, cir-
cumstances and planning context of the Plan area, which underpins the requirements in policy ILM12
for at least 25% of new homes to be built to the optional building regulations standard M4(2), and an
additional 10% being built to the optional standard M4(3) (I have taken this to mean wheelchair adapt-
able M4(3)(2)(a)).

20.2 Evidence that demonstrates there is a demand in liminster for serviced plots for self-build
and/or custom build homes can be found in the Housing Needs Assessment written by AECOM
(2020). Policy renamed ILM10.

21. ANNEX Q25.

21.1 Please direct me to the evidence that demonstrates there is a demand in lIminster for serviced
plots for self-build and/or custom build homes.

21.2 Evidence that demonstrates there is a demand in liminster for serviced plots for self-build
and/or custom build homes can be found in the Housing Needs Assessment written by AECOM
(2020). In addition the self build register held by SSDC.



22. ANNEX Q26.

22.1 Policy ILM13 is entitled Brownfield Sites, which are identified as previously developed land and
defined in the Glossary in Annex 2 to the NPPF. However, the text of the policy refers to ‘infilling’ with-
in the Development Area which may be on land that is not previously developed, for example a large
garden to a house, and the SSDC’s comments refers also to the potential for windfall development.
Please clarify how the policy is intended to be applied.

22.2 The intention is to apply this policy across all sites within the Neighbourhood Plan Boundary
area. This would include brownfield and land within the curtilage of a dwelling however not land that
has not been previously developed. The suggestion is to change this policy title to “Previously devel-

oped land’. The text for the policy is to read ‘Any development within the Development Area* will be
in strict accordance with The liminster Design Guide (see Appendix C) and consider the character

of immediately adjoining properties and sites, including:” Policy renamed policy ILM11 and Policy
ILM14 renamed Policy ILM12.



