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Persimmon Homes South West
Issues and option 2020
March 2020

This documents the response to consultation from Persimmon Homes South
West (PHSW).
This document is to act as a supplementary document to our main online Reps,
and is a summarisation of those representations into a more condensed and
objective based format. As Somerset west and Taunton are aware PHSW have
been involved in the construction of much of Heathfield gardens in Monkton
Heathfield, Hartnells farm, Bishops Hull, and the future Monkton Heathfield
expansion land site.
With this in mind PHSW have a number of Objections regarding the objectives
set out in the issues and options document:
1. We object to objective 1 and its relationship to the UK Government’s
target of net neutrality by 2050, and also its relationship to the Future
home standards as there appears to not be coalescence with both of
these documents.
2. On objective 3 we understand the last line “meet the needs of all sections
of our community” to include accessible homes, lifetime homes and
Bungalows, in principle we do not agree with these tenure types, unless
they have been needs tested and viability has been done.
3. Objective 5 needs to be fleshed out more at the reg 19 stage as we are
concerned about what is meant by essential infrastructure. Development
Viability and development cashflow would also need to be looked at by the
LPA for any policies around this objective.
4. Objective 6, Planning’s aim is to promote and to enable not to change,
without incentives the word "achieve" may be over optimistic considering
the current uptake of public transport and cycling.
Objective 1 – Carbon Neutrality
When framing their priorities the councils should be mindful that they are working
within the parameters of the existing legislative and policy framework as it relates
to plan-making. The councils’ broader aspirations should not undermine the key
objective of appropriately defining and then meeting housing and other
development needs through suitable and deliverable sites. Recognising the
national housing shortage and the well-documented problems with affordability of
homes in SWAT, the Council should carefully consider the consequences of
introducing planning policy burdens on new development, whilst recognising that
the costs of these will ultimately be passed onto the consumer. At the same time
such an approach will reduce the ability of new development to viably mitigate its
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impact or deliver benefits in other areas (e.g. through affordable housing and
infrastructure).
The soundness of any future plan will turn on among other things its compliance
with national planning policy. Paragraph 50, b) of the NPPF states that “Any local
requirements for the sustainability of buildings should reflect the Government’s
policy for national technical standards.” The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
expands on this provision stating that policies requiring higher energy
performance standards than building regulations “should not be used to set
conditions on planning permissions with requirements above the equivalent of
the energy requirement of Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes (this is
approximately 20% above the current Building Regulations across the build
mix).” The ambitions of the plan around energy efficiency should be framed in
light this guidance otherwise the resultant policies will not be sound for want of
compliance with national policy. Finally, we would emphasise the need for any
enhanced energy standards adopted as part of the local plan to incorporate
appropriate allowances for viability and feasibility in line with paragraph 153 a) of
the NPPF 2019.
There also seems to be a lack of understanding of Zero Carbon, bolt on
improvement as the Council have suggested in the line “for developers to adapt
their design approaches, materials and suppliers” is not feasible. Zero carbon
homes are not easy products to construct as they require a fundamental changes
to the manufacturing process, this will not only affect the overall supply chain but
as it will take all other house builders and suppliers time to adapt their products
to comply, potentially longer than 5-10years.
Based on the above it is considered that neither the 2025 nor 2030 target is
achievable. PHSW also object about the phrases “net neutrality” and “zero
carbon” being used interchangeably. The Council need to be clear and
consistent in the wording of their policies to ensure soundness. There will also
be a need within, the emerging policies, to allow for phased approach to the
reduction of carbon to ensure the affordability and efficiencies of associated
carbon reducing technologies advance in a way so as to prevent endangering the
deliverability of larger developments and the associated five year land supply that
the residential development would contribute to.
This policy needs to be looked at in more detail, and to be more in line with
Government objectives and regulations. We understand that SWAT have
declared a climate emergency, but the climate burden is one that should be
shared equally and not unfairly leveraged on an industry that provides the public
with high quality and affordable homes in the form of social rent and shared
ownership.
Finally, PHSW seeks comfort that this policy will not retrospectively be applied on
any existing or recently approved outline, and will not be brought in at the
reserved matters stage on any of these past or upcoming outlines determined
prior to the adoption of any new Development Plan policy. Comfort is also sought
that this policy will not be implemented until the full local plan is adopted and will
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not be suggested, implied or forced on any outline, Full application or RM on any
site within SWAT till the aforementioned plan is adopted.
Objective 2 – Enhance the role of Taunton town centre and selfcontainment of other towns
As we understand the Issues and Options document is suggesting a settlement
hierarchy for SWAT as below, in principle we agree with a settlement hierarchy
structure, but until we see further work which the issues and option documents
alludes will be done and we will provide a full response at the Reg 19 stage
1. Strategic Growth Garden Town
2. Sub-Strategic Town
3. Coastal Town
4. Rural centres
5. Minor Rural Centres
6. Villages
7. Other
We note that the majority of housing is being put into Taunton, which we support
as it is both a key employment and retail node, we would also support a higher
number of sites in Wellington, as the Sub-strategic town of Somerset West and
Taunton as well as being another key retail and employment hub, and the
potential of a future railway station. With this in mind Wellington should see the
second highest amount of homes allocated to it.
In SWAT, however, based on current land allocations, there are many sites
which are in locations that we feel to be contrary to the sustainability and climate
agenda that appears to be the golden thread embedded within the Issues and
Options document. We believe villages in close strategic proximity to key
Employment nodes in Taunton, such as Blackbrook business park, Langford
Mead Business Park, Binden road, Priorswood Industrial Estate and in the future
MHPH2 commercial land and Nexus 25, and retail nodes, such as the Town
centre and out of town shopping areas such as Hankridge farm, should be
preferred over minor rural centres that are located far from these nodes as even
with a local shop and other amenities, local residents will not be self-reliant on
these services and will require a wider array of services that nodes like Taunton
and Wellington can provide. Hence settlements such as North curry, Milverton
and Cotford St Luke are very car dependent areas, with few and infrequent bus
services. This arrangement doesn’t result in a close relationship with Taunton
and Wellington in terms of sustainable transport and to the detriment of your Zero
Carbon (or more pragmatically worded Carbon reduction) strategy.
There should be an emphasis on settlements such as Ruishton, Rockwell and
Shoreditch which have a better relationship with Taunton, such as Rockwell
Green Wellington than, and other villages around Taunton with these settlements
being given higher status within any emerging settlement hierarchy. We would
want to see at worst the loosening of settlement boundaries within these
settlements. A better approach would be the complete removal of these
settlement boundaries in minor rural centres and villages, and having
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development proposals determined by assessment against Policy rather than an
arbitrary line on a piece of paper. This approach would have the added benefit of
embedding any Emerging Local Development flexibility to more rapidly adjust to
change, by removing cumbersome development boundaries that can only be
altered/removed as part of a future plan review.
On the recycling of land we agree in principle. However, in Taunton there is not
the amount of brownfield land that is required to meet current or proposed
housing obligations, as according to the Taunton Deane Borough Council
Housing Economic Land Availability Assessment 2019 there are only allocations
for 1702 homes on Brownfield land, and in West Somerset there does not appear
to be any large brownfield allocations, hence any policies that “give preference”
may slow down greenfield application that could be built out faster and be viable
for development, whereas Brownfield sites are generally slower (over 10 years In
Firepools case) and more costly to develop due to ground contamination and
ground works. Sites should be given preference based on their location, need
and speed of build, not because they are Brownfield or Greenfield.
Objective 3 – Affordable homes
We note the local authority is using the standard methodology and as outlined in
our submission to Question 3a, we would want to see the full calculation by
SWAT, this should include the affordability adjustment factor, baseline,
justification of all these figures and the sources of the information.
Furthermore, the guidance document for the governments minimum figure states
that it “provides a minimum starting point" with this in mind PHSW believe the
wider future economic growth of SWAT and the wider Heart of the south west
LEP should be taken into account when calculating the housing requirement
figures for SWAT, hence a figure higher than 702 should be presumed because
of this.
Regarding Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople pitches, Mid Devon’s are
in the middle of a Local Plan review and in the Inspector’s post hearing advice
note regarding G&Ts as a proportion of a development site stated:
"that this course of action might well lead to problems of delivery of either
or both"
This reference is to both housing and G&T sites. Based on this and the
discussion and debate that was held during the Mid Devon Local Plan hearing
we would not accept the middle option as a policy. PHSW believe that allocating
specific sites for pitches or applying rural exceptions criteria would be the best
way to proactively plan for the Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
community.
Whilst Persimmon recognises the need for appropriate diversity in the delivery of
housing types and tenures, the quantitative need for and the potential uptake of
these must be properly understood if they are to be planned for effectively. The
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application of any detailed policies must specifically respond to the scale of need
and demand and this must be demonstrated through an appropriately robust
evidence base. In addition, where a quantitative need and demand is identified
for a specific housing type/tenure, we would encourage the Council to proactively
plan for these through specific site allocations and appropriately flexible
development management policies, rather than imposing blanket policy
requirements on all sites above a certain threshold. A broad policy allowing for
self-build or other specialist housing “exception sites” on land well-related to
existing settlement boundaries would be an example of how the councils could
meet future specialist housing demand proactively.
Objective 5 – Essential Infrastructure.
SWAT at current is a CiL charging authority, under the new regulations SWAT
will have to publish a new ‘infrastructure funding statements’, however the
current ‘regulation 123 lists’ remain useful as important evidence to inform plan
making and the preparation of charging schedules. We expect to see no later
than 31 December 2020, the new ‘infrastructure funding statements’ which
should be in line with the old 123. Developers are worried that there will be
double dipping on the part of the local authority, as such, how the LPA will
monitor, regulate and control the relationship between CIL and section 106
obligations should be made available for all to view.
PHSW alos object to the lack of a definition of “essential” as this can mean
different things to different people, so a clear definition of what SWAT see as
essential would be appreciated, also on the part of SWAT we would want to see
the what assessment have been undertaken to fully assess the impact of this on
viability and development cashflow. We will, of course, be running our own tests
on this, but, as part of the SA we would expect the LPA to do the same to make
sure that unfair burdens are placed on developers who through their
developments provided vital homes, jobs and communities throughout the
authority.
Clarification is also sought on approach 5b/3l, is this for the development of new
pylons? Or is this for housing development around and the undergrounding of
pylons? If the latter, we have a wealth of knowledge on this topic, and would not
like to see any emerging policies that are inflexible and non-implementable by
WPD.
Objective 6 – Sustainable Transport
We object to Objective 6, namely the idea that SWAT are to provide policy detail
to guide development for car and cycle parking standards, we will comment on
this at the Reg 19 stage when we know what the LPA is proposing, but we would
expect input from the highways authority SCCC and their support of new
standards, but with the desire for a modal shift we would expect to see a
reduction in parking standards in line with the LPAs ambitions.
New or improved bus services must as per Regulation 122 on S106 be
necessary, directly related to the development upon which it serves and fairly
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and reasonably related in scale and kind, we will not support the provision of new
bus routes that do not comply with the above and S106 will not be forthcoming.
Conclusion
As SWAT can see we have a number of concerns with some of the options that
have been suggested in this issues and options documents, which we hope will
be fleshed out at the Reg 19 stage and through dialogue with the LPA which we
are more than happy to engage with.

Sites
Attached to this document you will also find 3 call for sites applications as well as
a description of each area, all these sites are in the TDBC SHLAA 2019, for:




Ruishton (RURAL036, RURAL044, RURAL042 and RURAL034
Shoreditch Farm (TAUN124)
Rockwell green (WELL018, WELL019 and WELL047)

As mentioned above and in the call for sites application we believe all three of
these sites can assist in the sustainability agenda, and Rockwell Green (18 & 19)
and Ruishton (36, 44, 42 and 32) have been classed as having development
potential in the TDBC SHLAA 2019, we believe this to be the case and would like
the opportunity to come forward with these sites and provide homes that are
needed in wellingtonin, Ruishton and Shoreditch.

ENDS
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Persimmon Homes South West
Sustainability Appraisal 2020
March 2020

This documents the response to consultation from Persimmon Homes South West
(PHSW).
This document is to act as a sole document, and is focussed on the Sustainability
appraisal produced as part of the issues and options document. As Somerset west and
Taunton are aware PHSW have been involved in the construction of much of Heathfield
gardens in Monkton Heathfield, Hartnells farm, Bishops Hull, and the future Monkton
Heathfield expansion land site.
Housing Targets
Persimmon note that SWATs housing targets are far lower than those of the 2011 Taunton
Deane core strategy and the West Somerset local plan 2016-2032, both options 1 & 2 do not
look at the full picture of economic growth in the area, the wider LEP should be considered
including the cities of Exeter and Bristol, the whole of the south west is very integrated, and any
improvements in jobs in these 2 cities, as well as growth in Bridgwater should be considered as
there is a degree of spill over from over local authorities into Somerset West and Taunton,
especially Sedgemoor and South Somerset.
With this in mind Persimmon would expect these aspects to be factored into the calculation of
housing needs, as it should be understood the impacts of the surrounding area on the authority.
Carbon Efficiency in developments
Persimmon acknowledge that on p14 (carbon efficiency in development) that option 3 has been
omitted which set out that “more stringent carbon reduction targets for new development and
stipulate approach to be taken” this is a positive step, as it is “not reasonable” Persimmon as
outlined in the issues and options representation also believe 2 to be “not reasonable” as the
soundness of any future plan will turn on among other things its compliance with national
planning policy. Paragraph 50, b) of the NPPF states that “Any local requirements for the
sustainability of buildings should reflect the Government’s policy for national technical
standards.” The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) expands on this provision stating that policies
requiring higher energy performance standards than building regulations “should not be used to
set conditions on planning permissions with requirements above the equivalent of the energy
requirement of Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes (this is approximately 20% above the
current Building Regulations across the build mix).” The ambitions of the plan around energy
efficiency should be framed in light of this guidance otherwise the resultant policies will not be
sound for want of compliance with national policy.
As such Persimmon would suggest that the SA instead looks at different percentage increase
over part L and asses it on this basis instead of “Part L” or “Zero carbon” as we have shown, the
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latter is not possible, but increases over the former are the only way that the LPA can go or the
plan may be found as unsound. We also take issue with different time frames and this should be
incorporated into the SA, to show the potential impacts in the short and medium term.
Sustainable, adaptable and resilient design
Persimmon would like to stress that this aspect of the SA will have not only an impact on
viability but also an impact on density and housing supply, as by providing space for other uses
that are not homes, you are foregoing homes, and this cannot be ignored, hence housing should
be a minus not a positive, I would also question ++ for population, health and deprivation, as by
limiting housing and by requiring us to potentially spend more on plot specific items, there will
be an increase in development cost, which will be put onto the housebuyer hence increasing
house prices, which will make it harder for first time buyer, making deprivation worse.
Persimmon believe this need to be looked into closely.
Adaptable, accessible and wheelchair homes
Whilst Persimmon recognises the need for appropriate diversity in the delivery of housing types
and tenures, the quantitative need for and the potential uptake of these must be properly
understood if they are to be planned for effectively. The application of any detailed policies
must specifically respond to the scale of need and demand and this must be demonstrated
through an appropriately robust evidence base. In addition, where a quantitative need and
demand is identified for a specific housing type/tenure, we would encourage the councils to
proactively plan for these through specific site allocations and appropriately flexible
development management policies rather than imposing blanket policy requirements on all sites
above a certain threshold. A broad policy allowing for self-build or other specialist housing
“exception sites” on land well-related to existing settlement boundaries would be an example of
how the councils could meet future specialist housing demand proactively.
Increasing densities in Taunton
Persimmon suggest that this isn’t a reasonable alternative at all without an urban capacity study
looking at constraints as well as the proportion of vacant, available, and developable land to
assess whether an urban-focused approach in Taunton is even practicable as a way of meeting a
significant proportion of future housing need.
Gypsy and traveller sites
Persimmon acknowledge the line in the SA which outline that SWAT along with other Somerset
authorities are looking to produce an updated gypsy and traveller needs assessment and we
would presume that based on the 2010 assessment that this will be a full piece of research that
will be updated or refreshed, and will form the basis of the LPAs decision.
Persimmon Homes support alternative 1, as this would be the best way to allocate sites where
they are needed, but alternative 3 should not be ruled out, as unless SWAT have looked at all
their assets this is rather presumptuous to discount this option at this stage. Persimmon would
vehemently dispute alternative 2 as the allocation have already been made, and the sites are in
an advanced stage in the plan making process.
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Self-Build plots
Persimmon suggest that a blanket based policy based on alternative 3 is contradictory to the
idea of a a self-build register and ignores where self-builders want to build, there are also
viability implications to this policy that must be look at and not to mention by having a
percentage of self build this would reduce the amount of affordable housing on site, the
implications of option 3 need to be looked at closely as we would suggest that housing should
not be a + in terms of numbers it should be a – or 0 due to the size of self-build plots, and the
opportunity cost of providing self-build over traditional affordable housing may be high.
With this in mind Persimmon would suggest a policy in line with options 1 or 2, but for option 1
it may be beneficial to have a criteria based approach, this would be a proactive policy that
would allow self-build to come forward in areas where they are wanted and where it would
make sense, eg abutting settlement boundaries. This may also make the Housing a + for option 1
which would see a betterment over the existing.
Specific Sites
SS1
Persimmon have a number of queries relating to the SA of MHPH2 (SS1):
Our site is not in or adjacent to an Air quality management area, hence the site should be green.
Buses will run through the site, according to all current and working masterplans, hence this
should also be green, the site also will have a bus and ride so it should be the highest level of
positive as we are promoting people coming from Bridgwater to use public transport.
SS1 will also have its own local centre which potentially may include a GP hence these aspects
should be highlighted in orange and not in red.
At this stage Persimmon are concerned that the conclusion and recommendation is currently in
red, Considering how closely we have worked with the LPA on this site it is concerning that
obvious things have not been picked up especially regarding what is proposed for the site.
Persimmon would expect to see the whole of the Monkton Heathfield urban expansion to stay
allocated as without this SWAT would lose a large number of allocated and deliverable houses,
in an area that is and has been designed for further expansion.

ENDS
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