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with some matters reserved for the erection of 15no. dwellings, including 

green infrastructure, drainage and other associated infrastructure works. Full 

planning application for the erection of 346no. dwellings, including green 

infrastructure, drainage and other associated infrastructure works (Phase 2).  

Site Location: Bridgwater Gateway Development, Bridgwater Road, North Petherton, 

Bridgwater, Somerset 

Applicant: BKlok Housing Ltd and Bridgwater Gateway Ltd  

 
**  THIS APPLICATION IS CODED AS A MAJOR APPLICATION ** 

 

 
 
 
 



Committee decision required because 
 
This major application is referred to the area committee in light of the ward members comments and 
to enable the issues regarding viability and the reduced affordable housing offer to be presented 
transparently. 
 
Background 
 
The application site comprises 17ha of undeveloped land which is allocated for a mixed-use 
development within the Sedgemoor Local Plan (Adopted) 2019 under Policy B4. The extent of the 
site is shown on the submitted Location Plan.  
 
To the southeast lies Phase 1 of Bridgwater Gateway, for which outline planning permission was 
granted for a mixed-use employment development in December of 2012 (LPA Ref. 37/11/00084). 
Further southwest is North Petherton, which is a small town situated on the edge of the eastern 
foothills of the Quantocks, and close to the edge of the Somerset Levels.  
 
To the east lies Stockmoor Village which forms the southern edge of Bridgwater and which notably 
includes Somerset Bridge Primary School and a local convenience store. Further northeast is the 
neighbourhood of Bridgwater Hamp.  
 
To the northwest of the site are open agricultural fields either side of the Stock Moor Rhyne. Wilstock 
Village is situated approximately 1.1km from the application site to the northwest.  
 
The site currently comprises open, undeveloped fields, with a small, hardstanding pathway running 
along the north-eastern boundary which provides access to an existing water pumping station. The 
site is subject to varying ground levels although levels generally fall from east to west. The 
Environment Agency flood maps indicate the site is predominantly located within Flood Zone 1. The 
westernmost part of the site, generally bounded by Stockmoor Ryhne, is located within Flood Zone 3.  
 
The application site does not form part of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and there are no 
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) designations or European Wildlife designations on or around 
the site.  
 
This is a hybrid application seeking full PP for the erection of 346 dwellings, green infrastructure, 
public open space, sustainable urban drainage and other associated works and outline consent for 
15 dwellings and associated works with all matters reserved except access. 
 
The access would be from the A38, using the access from the outline permission for the wider 
employment allocation (37/11/00084) and spine road approved as a reserved matter (37/13/00087) 
which currently serves the employment units (37/21/00118). 
 
The overall developable area is c.8 ha, meaning an average site density of 43 dwellings per hectare. 



The proposed houses would be made up of:- 
 

• 101 two – bedroom;  
• 165 three – bedroom;  
• 80 four – bedroom.  

 
In terms of parking provision, 692 allocated car parking spaces are proposed with 69 visitor spaces. 
Secure, covered cycle parking is proposed within the curtilage of each property, with sufficient space 
to accommodate the number of cycles for the number of bedrooms proposed.  
 
The application has been amended to address various consultee’s comments; these revisions have 
been subject to reconsultation. 
 
This site and the adjoining site to the west (the ‘Vistry development’, 37/22/00126) have been subject 
to a joint viability appraisal to establish the level of affordable housing provision. 

 
Relevant Planning History 
 
37/21/00135 An environmental screening opinion has been issued concluding that the 

proposal does not constitute EIA development 
 
In terms of the wider allocation the following are of relevance: 
 
37/21/00118 PP granted for change of use of units 1601 and 1602 (ass approved by 37/17/00116) 

from class E to a mixed use of B2 (General Industry) and B8 (Storage and Distribution).  
 
37/20/00049 PP granted for erection of a coffee shop with drive-thru and associated car parking, 

circulation, refuse enclosure, landscaping and associated infrastructure – on site for 
previously approved PFS 

 
37/17/00116 PP granted for erection of 10no. light industrial units (Use Class B1(c) and associated 

infrastructure including accesses, parking and service yard  
 
37/15/00089 Reserved matters approved for erection of 3, three storey employment buildings (use 

class B1) and associated infrastructure (not implemented) 
 
37/15/00088 Reserved matters approved for erection of hotel, employment buildings (use class B1) 

and associated infrastructure  
 
37/15/00087 Reserved matters approved for erection of petrol filling station and associated 

infrastructure (not implemented) 
 
37/13/00091  Reserved matters approved for erection of three storey building (use class B1), 



formation of parking and access (not implemented) 
 
37/13/00087 Reserved matters approved for layout of internal spine road (Phase 1) 
 
37/11/00084 Outline PP granted for mixed use development to include: employment floorspace 

(Use Class B1), hotel (Use Class C1), petrol filling station (Sui Generis); strategic 
landscaping, infrastructure including internal roads, drainage, car parking; and 
including detailed drawings for a new vehicular and pedestrian access on to the A38. 

 
Additionally, there is a scheme for 150 houses on the site immediately to the west – 37/22/00126, 
submitted by Vistry. This would derive its access through this site. The viability of the two sites has 
been jointly assessed. 
 
Consultation Responses 
 
North Petherton Town Council – support on the grounds of the quality of design and sustainability 
features and request strenuous efforts are made to provide a cycle path linking Wilstock through the 
development into North Petherton 
 
No further comment in relation to the amendments. 
 
Councillor Revans (after discussion with Cllr Bradford)  

 
We are concerned that the transparency on this major application is important for the 
community to understand the mitigation package. We think it's important that it comes to 
committee, especially if the affordable housing element is only 10%. 

 
SDC Planning Policy – no objection:- 
 

We regard the principle of development in this location as acceptable, being compatible with 
Local Plan policy B4 (‘Land at Bridgwater Gateway’) and the ‘Development and Design Principle 
Document for the Gateway Housing Allocation in accordance with the Local Plan’.  The number 
of units proposed is broadly consistent with the scale and density of development set out in the 
Bridgwater Gateway Development and Design Principles.  
 
We would support this application, subject to a level of affordable housing agreed with the 
Council, sufficient ecological mitigation measures and further justification for the proposed 
level of car parking spaces. 

 
National Highways – initially raised a concern about a possible impact on J24 of the M5. 
Subsequently in light of additional information confirm no objection. 
 
Highway Officer – no objection subject to the amended travel plan being secured by a s106 



agreement and highways safeguarding conditions. 
 
Public Heath Specialist – initially commented:- 
 

The cycle parking arrangements appear to be problematic in some cases. Cycle stores are 
proposed to the rear of most houses, but access is often by driveways, which will be occupied 
by cars, and it appears there may be insufficient space to wheel a standard cycle through any 
gap between the cars. It is important that choosing to cycle is at least as easy as choosing to 
drive, but if a potential cyclist has to move up to three cars off a driveway to be able to do so, it 
probably means the journey is unlikely to be made by cycle. This is the second recent 
development where I have identified this issue. A gap of at least 1.1m is required for a person 
to wheel a bike. Non-standard cycles are becoming increasingly popular, such as cargo bikes 
and trikes, which the developer could usefully provide secure storage for within the 
development. 

 
No further comments received 
 
Regeneration Manager (urban design comments) – no objection and subject to a number 
suggestions considers that the scheme generally conforms to the requirements of the adopted 
Bridgwater Gateway Development and Design Principles 
 
Landscape Officer – no objection subject to a condition to agree tree protection measures and 
agreeing a landscape management plan. 
 
Open Spaces Officer – initially raised concerns:- 
 

1. Any development of 201 dwellings or more has the requirement to provide an on-site MUGA. 
This doesn’t appear to have been catered for. 

2. The single LEAP provision is acceptable to serve this development although due to its 
positioning, passive supervision will need to be offered from overlooking properties for 
security. 

3. The doorstep playing spaces (DP) need to be re-branded as LAPS and conform as such with 
the Fields in trust requirements. Boulders and fallen tree logs are not accepted as play items 
and pose risks from a health and safety point of view. 

4. We would make the following observations with regards to the formal play equipment 
proposed: 

3.1 We recommend having a flat seat swing and a cradle seat swing rather that two flats.  
3.2 The MPU needs to have more varying accesses to cater for different abilities, it also 
offers very low play value.  
3.3 to promote longevity of timber equipment set into grass (or grass matts) the 
recommendation is to include steel sleeves to prevent strimmer damage and subsequent 
rot. 

5. Timber play equipment and grass matts will not be adopted by this Council.  



6. All dwellings must be within 100m of a LAP. 
7. The current location of the DP’s on the west side of the development are not acceptable as 

they are within drainage ditches. Children should not be encouraged to play in or near to these.  
8. The natural play space will be impractical and a short-term proposal. Fallen branches and 

boulders become slippery and split and they won’t offer long-term play provision.  
 
Sport England – no objection:- 
 

The occupiers of new development, especially residential, will generate demand for sporting 
provision. The existing provision within an area may not be able to accommodate this increased 
demand without exacerbating existing and/or predicted future deficiencies. Therefore, Sport 
England considers that new developments should contribute towards meeting the demand that 
they generate through the provision of on-site facilities and/or providing additional capacity off-
site. The level and nature of any provision should be informed by a robust evidence base such 
as an up to date Sports Facilities Strategy, Playing Pitch Strategy or other relevant needs 
assessment. 
 
It is understood that is a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charging authority and as such, 
the proposed development is required to provide CIL contribution in accordance with the 
Councils adopted CIL Charging Schedule. 
 
It is acknowledged that there is no requirement to identify where those CIL monies will be 
directed as part of the determination of any application. That said, Sport England would 
encourage the Council to consider the sporting needs arising from the development as well as 
the needs identified in its Infrastructure Delivery Plan (or similar) and direct those monies to 
deliver new and improved facilities for sport. 

 
Police Design Officer – initially raised concerns with regard to:- 
 

Dwelling Boundaries –Vertical ‘hit & miss ‘fencing is recommended as opposed to horizontal, 
which can prove a climbing aid to potential intruders. In this regard, defensive planting (thorny 
shrubs) can deter crime, however, such planting takes time to become established and the 
dwellings in question are potentially vulnerable in the meantime. 
 
Rear Communal Gardens – I have concerns regarding the security of the dwellings backing 
onto the shared communal gardens, insofar as the gardens incorporate several footpaths 
enabling the potential criminal easy, legitimate access to the rear of these dwellings. The rear 
boundary treatment comprises low ornamental hedges and adjacent gates, which do not appear 
to accord with the Secured by Design recommendations for rear boundary treatments referred 
to above. The communal gardens could also become a major source of ASB, such as vandalism, 
fly tipping, noise nuisance by groups of youths etc. For these reasons, I recommend that the 
incorporation of rear communal gardens in the scheme be reconsidered. If such communal 
gardens are considered essential, the rear boundary treatment for the dwellings backing onto 



them should be minimum height 1.8 metres, with gates the same height and lockable from both 
sides.  
 
Public Open Spaces/Play Areas – communal areas have the potential to generate crime, the 
fear of crime and ASB and should be designed to allow surveillance from nearby dwellings with 
safe routes for users to come and go. The proposed combined Play Area LEAP/LAP appears to 
be located on the edge of the development and overlooked from two sides only from nearby 
dwellings. From a safeguarding children perspective, I recommend that the location of this 
LEAP/LAP be reconsidered and that it be moved to a more central location with good all-round 
surveillance from nearby dwellings.  
 
Car Parking – is a combination of on-plot, communal on-street and courtyard parking spaces, 
on-plot being recommended. The communal on-street parking spaces appear to be small in 
number, close and adjacent to owner’s homes and well overlooked from active rooms in them, 
which is also recommended. I have some concerns regarding the security of the proposed 
domestic undercroft parking spaces. Vehicles, cycles etc parked in them are out of sight of 
owners and potentially vulnerable to crime and ASB. Some residents also tend to use such 
undercrofts for the storage of other household items with vehicles parked on the street causing 
obstruction. I also have experience of property in such undercrofts being set on fire resulting 
in extreme risk to the residents living above. In view of this, I recommend all such undercrofts 
included in this scheme be enclosed and secure. 

 
Subsequently, in light of amendments:- 
 

• Shared Communal Gardens – I note that the boundary treatments for the shared communal 
gardens will be changed to reflect my original advice, which allays my concerns in this respect. 
Amending the boundary treatment from 0.9 timber post & rail fence to 1.5 metre timber fence 
topped with 0.3 metre trellis improves the security of rear gardens and complies with police 
advice that exposed side and rear fencing should be minimum height of 1.8 metres. The trellis 
topping also allows an element of surveillance through the fencing, which as well as improving 
surveillance of the communal gardens, also makes the fencing more difficult to climb. 

• Unauthorised Access to Communal Gardens – increasing the height of the hedges at either 
end of the communal gardens from 1.1 metres to 1.6 metres with post & wire framework should 
assist in deterring unauthorised access to the communal gardens and any attendant problems. 

• BoKlok Design Features – I have viewed the photographs of the communal gardens in 
existing schemes but, as this is a new concept in Sedgemoor, I have no existing developments 
in this area to compare crime and ASB statistics with. I am not aware of crime and ASB levels 
in existing developments in Surrey. 

• LEAP/LAP – I note the applicant’s comments and, although I still have concerns regarding 
the location of the LEAP, bearing in mind the elevated nature of this site and the Badger Zone, 
if a more central location cannot be identified, I would have no objection to this element of 
the scheme. 

   



IDB – initially objected due to a discrepancy in the details provided for the surface water network for 
the development:- 
 

In principle we would agree to a discharge rate of 2 l/s/ha of impermeable area, however the 
values provided for the impermeable areas are not consistent between table 9 of the FRA 
(section 6.3 page 19), catchment drawing CAB-STR-SW-GL-DR-C-SL-1910RevP3 dated 
02/12/22 and the contributing areas used within the network simulation provided in appendix 
F of the FRA.  
 
The simulation of the SW Southern New network in appendix F shows no flow discharging from 
the network for any return period. Is that intentional? The surcharged outflows simulations in 
appendix G do not seem to be discharging either. 

 
Subsequently it is confirmed that in light of the surface water update within the FRA dated 30 January 
23 they remove the objection recommend a condition to ensure that the development is carried out 
in accordance with the measures outlined in the FRA. 
 
LLFA – initially raised a concerns about discrepancies in the supporting information and requested:- 
 

1. Confirmation of how groundwater emergence will be prevented within proposed basins.  
2. Demonstration that a viable connection can be made for discharge offsite. For connection to 

watercourse demonstrate that system can function under surcharged/ flood conditions.  
3. Where it is proposed to discharge to a drainage system maintained/operated by other 

authorities (Environment Agency, internal drainage board, highway authority, sewerage 
undertaker, or Canals and River Trust), evidence of consultation and the acceptability of any 
discharge to their system should be presented for consideration.  

4. Calculations and drawings that are fully cross-referenceable with one another.  
5. Demonstration that any surface water flooding in the 1 in 100 year event plus climate change 

will be controlled without causing harm to people or properties.  
6. Calculations with input parameters visible, including contributing areas.  
7. Revised climate allowances in-line with the most recent climate change allowances, published 

May 2022.  
 
Subsequently it is confirmed that:- 
 

Having reviewed the following documents: 
 Flood Risk Assessment Rev 8, Structa LLP (January 2023) 
 Email RE: 37-22-00071-ACN Planning application objection response (08/02/2023) 
 Bridgwater Ph2_Resub_EA Comments_02.02.2023 

 
The LLFA is satisfied that the previous comments have been addressed and have no further 
comments. 

 



Environment Agency – initially objected about the proposed drainage arrangements. Subsequently 
confirm that on the basis of the updated Flood Risk Assessment they are able to withdraw their 
objection to the proposed development. A condition is recommended to set the FFLs at 8.1m AOD 
and an informative is suggested to encourage occupiers of dwellings in flood zones two and three to 
sign up for the appropriate flood warnings. 
 
OFFICER NOTE:- as all dwellings would be in flood zone 1 this is not necessary 
 
Wessex Water – no objection:- 
 

The surface water strategy of attenuation prior to land drainage outfall in the submitted FRA is 
noted. Elements of the surface water network can be offered for adoption to Wessex Water 
where they are in accordance with the Design Construction Guide of the Sewerage Sector 
Guidance and Wessex Water’s SuDs policy. 
 
We note the foul sewerage details contained within Appendices C and H of the submitted 
FRA which are in line with our expectations (drainage to an on site pumping station already 
constructed for the proposal). It is noted that infrastructure has also already been laid to serve 
this proposal and further parcels as shown on the sewer record, connection subject to planning 
approval and application to Wessex Water 

 
Civil Contingencies Officer – suggests a condition to complete and maintain a flood warning and 
evacuation plan for the site. 
 
OFFICER NOTE:  as the developed part of the site is in flood zone 1 this is not considered reasonable 
or necessary. 
 
Affordable Housing Officer – initially, support – in principle, subject to agreeing an acceptable 
affordable housing package:- 
 

This parcel of land is an allocated strategic site, identified in the adopted Sedgemoor District 
Council (SDC) Local Plan Policy B4 (Land at Bridgwater Gateway). The application is in Hybrid 
form, Outline for 15 dwellings and Full for 346 dwellings, the application does not provide any 
information on affordable housing. It is important to note that a development of this size and 
being part of the strategic growth of SDC it has a policy requirement (SDC Local Plan Policy 
D6) to provide 30% affordable housing of the total number of homes. In this case the total 
number of homes in the application totals 361, this equates to 108.3 (30%) affordable housing. 
 
The application does not offer any insight into the affordable housing proposals associated with 
this major residential development, there has also been limited discussions with the Housing 
Development Team and there is no affordable housing plan attached with this planning 
application, which is disappointing. 
 



In the absence of any affordable housing proposals my advice is as follows: 
 
The s106 agreement should capture a commitment to deliver the following affordable housing 
requirements: 

 
• The Council will require the applicant to agree (in writing) a detailed affordable housing 

plan prior to the commencement of development; 
• The affordable homes should be provided on site with an agreed phasing delivery plan; 
• 30% of the overall number of homes must be affordable housing – assuming 361 

new homes, this would equate to a minimum of 108.3 homes – this would require a 
minimum 108 units on site, with a further off-site contribution (commuted sum) in lieu 
of the 0.3 requirement. 

• I would expect to see a broad range of affordable units – in terms of unit type, size, 
tenure (etc) - to include smaller units capable of accommodating single households or 
couples; 

• In line with current central government requirements, 25% of the affordable homes 
should be an affordable homeownership tenure – known as First Homes. I would expect 
the remaining 75% of the affordable homes to be social rented in nature wherever 
possible. It is crucial this development makes a meaningful rented provision to help the 
authority address the need for such homes. 

• The affordable units should be free from public sector investment; 
• The associated car parking provisions for the affordable units should be clearly identified 

and in accordance with SCC car parking policy; 
• The affordable housing units will be indistinguishable in appearance from the open 

market units on site; 
• The affordable housing units should be integrated and well related to the proposed 

market homes, creating a mixed balanced community; 
• The affordable housing units should be transferred to one of the Council’s Main 

Development Registered Providers currently working in Sedgemoor; 
• Whilst the authority has not adopted the National Space Standards, the affordable homes 

will be expected to meet a minimum design and size standard to be agreed with the 
Council’ 

 
Subsequently, in light of viability appraisal:- 
 

I understand that an independent review of the applicant’s development assumptions. I have 
not seen this independent review, but I am advised that a figure of 10% AH is recommended. 
I assume this assessment will be published on the planning portal for a wider audience to gain 
an insight into the justification behind a below policy AH proposition. 
 
OFFICER NOTE:- The assessment is appended to this report and has been shared with the 
affordable housing officer. 
 



Based on the assumption that this site of 351 units will only provide 10% AH, the following 
detailed AH proposals should be secured by s106. 

• 10% AH to be provided on site (51 units) 
• The AH units should be provided free from public subsidy (grant free). 
• Of which 25% of the AH must be a First Homes Tenure (13 units) as required by central 

government. This is an affordable home ownership product. 
• The FH property mix attached to Adrian Noon’s email of Fri, 16/06/2023 18:58 is 

acceptable 
• The First Homes should be sold at more than 70% of the price of a similar product being 

sold on the open market on this development. 
• The applicant has indicated their wish to 28 rented AH units and a further 10 shared 

ownership. Given the well below policy AH provision proposed, it is essential that what few 
AH units maximise the provision of rented units. Anyone seeking an affordable 
homeownership home can do so via the First Homes units. The developers tenure split 
proposed for the non-first homes is unacceptable. 

• Therefore, the remaining 75% AH (38) should all be social rent in nature. 
• The property mix proposed by the developer for the rented and shared ownership unit 

(attached to Adrian Noon’s email of Fri, 16/06/2023 18) is acceptable, albeit all rented. 
• The rented AH units should be transferred to a registered not-for-profit affordable housing 

provider (RP). The developer should transfer these to one of the council’s main partners if 
possible.  

• The developer should enter into contract with a RP to transfer the AH rented units to said 

RP before the 1st open market home is occupied. 
• Given the paucity of AH rented units, the rented units should be provided in no less than 

3 separate clusters. No one cluster should exceed 14 units in number. 

• 50% the AH rented units must be transferred to the RP before the 80th open market 
home is occupied. 100% of the AH rented units must be transferred to the RP before the 

200th open market home is occupied. 
• An AH delivery phasing plan should be provide to the Council prior to the occupation of 

the 1st open market home. 

• The First Homes must be made available for sale before the 100th open market home is 
occupied. 

• The AH units must be undisguisable in design and appearance to similar open market 
homes, 

• The s106 should include financial review mechanisms to allow the council to review the 
financial viability of the development once construction has begun. Given the number of 
homes proposed, I recommend a review be carried out no later than 2 years after 

construction of new homes has started and a further review completed before the 330th 
home is occupied. Ideally, the review should follow the same methodology to the current 
reported assessment. I cannot recommend this due to being unsighted on the current 
review. 

• In the event that either review identify a greater developer surplus, the developer will be 



required to pass the council a commuted sum specifically to support the provision of AH 
in the Sedgemoor North planning area. 

 
Education Officer – no objection 
 

The total of new housing in this location (346 + 15 dwellings =361 total) will generate the 
following number of pupils for each education setting: 
346 x 0.09 = 33 early years pupils 
346 x 0.32 = 116 primary pupils 
346 x 0.14 = 51 secondary pupils 
346 x 0.01 = 3 SEN pupils 
 
The totals required are as follows to ensure sufficient education places are available for pupils 
expected from this development and have been calculated on latest costs per pupil place and 
include costs to build to net zero in accordance with the Councils Climate Emergency Strategy: 
£913,229 for early years 
£3,210,138 for primary 
£1,708,956 for secondary 
£489,460 for SEN 
Total = £6,321,783 

 
It is noted that:- 
 

The site allocation (Policy B4) is not excluded on the Sedgemoor 123 list for education and 
therefore education funding for this site will be collected through CIL. 

 
NHS Somerset LPA Engagement – raise a concern that: 
 

…….the combined surgeries of North Petherton Surgery and Somerset Bridge Medical Centre, a 
community facility, are already over capacity within their existing footprint therefore it follows 
that to have a sustainable development in human health terms the whole local healthcare 
provision will require review. The combined surgeries already have 11,623 patients registered 
and this new development will increase the local population by a further 830 persons. 
 
Taking this into account and drawing upon the document “Devon Health Contributions 
Approach: GP Provision document” which was agreed by NHS England, the following calculation 
has been made: 
 
Methodology for Application 37/22/00071 
 

1. Residential development of 361 dwellings 
2. This development is in the catchment of North Petherton Surgery and Somerset Bridge 
Medical Centre which has a total capacity for 11,300 patients. 



3. The current patient list size is 11,623 which is already over capacity by 323 patients (at 
103% of capacity). 
4. The increased population from this development = 830 

a. No of dwellings x Average occupancy rate = population increase 
b. 361 x 2.3 = 830 

5. The new GP List size will be 12,453 which is over capacity by 1,153 
a. Current GP patient list + Population increase = Expected patient list size 
b. 11,623 + 830 = 12,453 (1,153 over capacity) 
c. If expected patient list size is within the existing capacity, a contribution is not required, 
otherwise continue to step 6 

6. Additional GP space required to support this development = 66.42m2 
a. The expected m2 per patient, for this size practice = 0.08m2 
b. Population increase x space requirement per patient = total space (m2) required 
c. 830 x 0.08 = 66.42m2 

7. Total contribution required = £212,557 
a. Total space (m2) required x premises cost = final contribution calculation 
b. 66.42m2 x £3,200 = £212,557 (£589 per dwelling). 

 
Ecologist – No objection subject to safeguarding conditions 
 
Environmental Health Officer – no objections subject to conditions to manage construction, 
address any land contamination and noise. 
 
Economic Development Officer – no objection, suggests that conditions secure a local labour 
agreement so that local people have the opportunity to access jobs in the construction phase 
 
Representations  
 
11 representations received:- 

• Impact of additional traffic not properly assessed 
• Huntworth and junction 24 roundabouts already congested 
• Site needs a school 
• Flood risk to lower part of the site 
• Impact on schools and health care 
• Insufficient infrastructure 
• Impact on wildlife 
• Loos of green field 
• Brownfields site should be used. 
• More houses not needed in North Petherton 
• Erosion of gap between North Petherton and Bridgwater 
• Loss of farm land 
• Lack of renewables 
• Impact of people’s well being 



• Loss of view 
• Concerns about durability and quality of pre-fabricated homes 
• Design is not appealing 
• Noise  
• Lack of cycle connectivity to Wilstock/Stockmoor 
• Layout of cyclepath within site needs reconsideration 
• 20mph speed limited should be applied with the site 

 
Most Relevant Policies 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004), and Paragraphs 2, 11, 12, and 14 
of the NPPF require that applications are determined in accordance with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2033 
 
Policy B4: Land at Bridgwater Gateway allocates this site are part of a wider mixed use development:- 
 

Land at Bridgwater Gateway Phase 2 (as defined on the Policies Map) is allocated for mixed-
use development. Development will provide (unless otherwise agreed with the Local Planning 
Authority): 

• About 400 new homes of a mixed size and type appropriate to the area 
• 6 hectares (gross) B1 employment and other appropriate ancillary uses 
• Affordable housing in accordance with the Council’s requirements 
• A neighbourhood centre with appropriate facilities such as a convenience store, and 

community uses 
• Public open space, and formal and informal recreation 
• Comprehensive green infrastructure 

 
Development will be built in accordance with an approved development and design principles 
document including an infrastructure delivery plan and master plan. 
 
A Transport Impact Assessment will be required in accordance with Policy D14. 
 
Access to the residential element will be from the A38 via the approved internal road hierarchy. 
Additional access from Wilstock Way may also be provided as necessary. The delivery of housing 
and the identified accesses will be agreed with Somerset County Council and the LPA taking 
account of the required TIA. 
 
The development will be expected to integrate with existing developments and the wider area 
through provision of public footpaths and cycle ways. This will be through a combination of new 
provision and enhancement of existing rights of way where appropriate. 
 



Development of Phase 2 Gateway will not prejudice the delivery of the consented Phase 1. 
 
Development proposals that would compromise the delivery of an identified strategic growth 
location will not be supported. 

 
The following policies are considered relevant:- 
 
S1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
S2: Settlement Strategy 
S3: Infrastructure Delivery 
S4: Sustainable Development Principles 
S5: Climate Change 
D1: Drainage and Flood Risk 
D2: Promoting High Quality and Inclusive Design 
D6: Affordable Housing 
D13: Sustainable Transport 
D14: Highways Impacts 
D15: Economic Prosperity 
D19: Landscape 
D20: Biodiversity 
D25: Protecting Residential Amenity 
D27: Education Provision 
D28: Health and Social Care 
D34: Outdoor Public Recreational Space and New Residential Areas 
 
Development and Design Principles Document Phase 2 Gateway Housing, adopted March 
2022. 
 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
 
The application is for residential development in North Petherton where the Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is Urban Residential £55.91/sqm of additional gross internal floor area 
created. Based on current rates, the CIL receipt for this development would be in the region of 
£1,977,568.20. This amount does not take into account any existing floor space on site that may be 
converted or demolished, or any CIL exemption or relief that may be eligible. 
 
Main Issues 
 
Principle 
 
Local Plan Policy B4 Land at Bridgwater Gateway allocates this site for a mixed-use development 
that includes about 400 new homes and 6 hectares of B1 employment and other appropriate uses. 
The policy states that development will be built in accordance with an adopted development and 



design principles document including an infrastructure delivery plan and master plan. 
 
Phase 2 Bridgwater Gateway Development and Design Principles Document (DPDD) was adopted by 

Sedgemoor District Council as a material planning consideration on 30th March 2022. This 
document was based on a detailed assessment of constraints and opportunities and set out a number 
of design principles based on this analysis. The land use and density design principle states 
“development will provide for approximately 470 new dwellings of a mixed size and type to the area”. 
 
As such the principle of the site’s residential development is accepted. 
 
However this proposal, with the adjoining Vistry site would see the anticipated number of dwellings 
exceeded. In combination the two applications would deliver 511 dwellings. This is an increase of 41 
dwellings from the indicative figure in the design principles. However, the 496 of the proposed 
dwellings have full details and therefore the number and layout reflect detailed consideration of house 
types, mix, open space etc and demonstrate that slightly higher number of dwellings could be 
satisfactorily accommodated whilst still meeting the broad requirements of the development and 
design principles. In particular the 346 dwellings proposed on this site are based on a particular 
approach to communal open space and also reflect slightly greater densities associated with the 
proposed modular building techniques. 
 
Whilst the total number of dwellings based upon the detailed consideration of the site, is slightly 
greater than the development and design principles, that document did not set an upper limit but 
rather referred to “approximately” 470 dwellings. It is clear that the total numbers proposed across 
the two applications is therefore broadly consistent with both the local plan and the adopted guidance 
that was a requirement of Policy B4. The overall combined developments are able to provide 
appropriate levels of open space and landscaping, whilst local infrastructure can accommodate these 
levels without any significant impacts.   
 
Cumulatively therefore the level of development proposed across the two applications is considered 
to accord with the adopted development and design principles and also the local plan that set 
housing figures as minimums under Policy S2 Spatial Strategy for Sedgemoor.  
 
Highways Issues 
 
The application site is accessed from Compass Avenue, which forms a signalised junction with the 
A38 Taunton Road between North Petherton and Bridgwater. The junction is a short distance south-
west of the signalised A38 Huntworth roundabout. Junction 24 of the M5 sits approximately 200 
metres south-east of the Huntworth roundabout and provides an ‘all-movement grade separated 
junction’. The potential for the development to impact on the safe and efficient operation of M5 
Junction 24 has resulted in National Highways raising concerns. 
 
The application is supported by a Transport Assessment (TA) prepared by Peter Evans Partnership 
(PEP) dated July 2022. Since the receipt of National Highways’ comments PEP have worked with them 



to broadly to agree assessment traffic flows, review development traffic assignment via the M5, 
consider the cumulative impact of further development under the Policy B3 and B4 Local Plan 
allocations, and to update traffic modelling work. Subsequently a Supplementary Transport Note 
dated October 2022 has been provided. 
 
This provides updated traffic modelling work and sensitivity assessments in line with National 
Highways comments. The note indicates that there will be limited queuing on the M5 slip roads with 
committed/proposed development and infrastructure in place, including lane marking changes 
associated with the committed new Motorway Service Area to the east of the M5. 
 
The traffic flow inputs for modelling work have been agreed by National Highways. Whilst the Transyt 
model results reported in the Supplementary Transport Note are not accepted National Highways 
have undertaken further investigations using the Flare function for flared approach lanes.  
 
Overall, the modelling work undertaken for the development does not indicate that there will be an 
unacceptable or severe impact on the safe and efficient operation of M5 Junction 24. However, 
Transyt modelling forecasts that long queues are likely to form on the A38 approaches to the 
Huntworth roundabout given cumulative development. As the roundabout operates under MOVA 
control, it is likely that queues will be shared between approaches, with longer queues also occurring 
on the link between the A38 Huntworth roundabout and M5 Junction 24. Given the proximity to M5 
Junction 24, National Highways will seek to discuss the future operation of the A38 Huntworth 
roundabout with the Local Highway Authority, with a view to minimising any impact on the safe 
operation of SRN. 
 
On this basis it is not considered that there would be any undue impact on the safe operation of the 
SRN and in this respect the proposal complies with policy D14. 
 
Turning to the local road network the highway officer welcomes the change to the Red Line as it now 
includes Carnival Way and the access to the public highway via the A38 signalised junction). In terms 
of adoption there has been dialogue between the Highway Authority and the applicant. Normally the 
Highway Authority does not adopt roads that only serve industrial plots. As such it the highway officer 
has advised that the existing roads have been laid out and constructed without the technical oversight 
or involvement of the highways authority. Accordingly, their position is that the roads on the proposed 
residential development would not be adopted. 
 
Nevertheless, the applicant has confirmed that the existing roads on phase 1 were designed to an 
adoptable standard and are subject to a full ‘ghost’ s.38 agreement with the highway authority. The 
intent of such agreement is to enable the roads to be adopted at a later date. 
 
As it is now proposed to serve residential development via these industrial estate roads this creates 
a potentially difficult situation whereby the access to the site from the public highway and the roads 
within the site might not be adopted. Whilst this might be unusual, it is not objectionable in planning 
terms provided the arrangements are deemed to be safe. In this respect the highways authority have 



not objected to the proposed access arrangements and do not require them to be adopted. It is 
recommended that the ‘Road Adoption Drawing’ does not form part of any list of approved drawings. 
 
In any event adoption is covered by different legislation (e.g. S38 Highway Act) which would enable 
subsequent adoption should the suitability of the access from the A38 to the residential part of the 
site be resolved. 
 
In terms of traffic modelling and impact the highway authority have accepted that the supporting 
information demonstrates that there would be no undue impact on the local road network outside the 
site and that no further work is required. 
 
Within the site the highway authority have identified a number of technical issues with the layout that 
could be addressed at the s38 technical stage without materially altering the scheme.  
 
In terms of car parking policy D14 ‘states that proposals should ensure that car parking is provided 
at levels appropriate to the development and in accordance with the parking standards detailed 
within the Somerset County Council Park Strategy (SCCPS). The DDPD places the site in the 
orange/amber zone with regard to the SCCPS and based upon the information provided in the 
Planning Statement, would therefore be expected to provide 854.5 car parking spaces for residents 
based on:- 
 

Number of 
bedrooms 
per dwelling  

Parking 
spaces per 
dwelling 
(SCCPS)  

Number of 
dwellings 
proposed  

Total parking 
spaces 
recommended 
(SCCPS)  

2  2  101  202  
3  2.5  165  412.5  
4  3  80  240  
Total  346  854.5  

 
Additionally 69.2 spaces for visitors (based on 0.2 visitor spaces per dwelling as per the standards) 
should be provided, a total of 923.7 spaces 
 
The proposal initially included 692 parking spaces for the 346 dwellings that form part of the full 
application (the parking spaces for the 15 units are to be determined at reserved matters stage) plus 
69 visitor spaces, a total of 761 spaces. 
 
In light of concerns raise the scheme has been amended to provide a total of 807, a deficit of 116.7 
spaces. The proposed car parking would be a mix of perpendicular parking adjacent to the street, on-
plot driveways, and undercroft parking. No garages are proposed. 
 
The applicant has provided 2011 Census data that indicates 574 spaces would be needed for the 
levels of car ownership evidenced at that time. The potential growth in car ownership since 2011 has 



been reviewed by assessing the DfT TEMPro database. This has indicated that the number of car free 
and single car ownership homes may be lower in 2024 than envisaged using just the 2011 census, 
whilst two and three car ownership would marginally increase. Taking this into consideration it is 
suggested that 2024 (the likely year of first occupation) car ownership levels would be a total of 582 
across the 346 dwellings for which full permission is sought. 
 
The site is in the SCC car parking Zone B. However, Zone B typically includes small towns and villages, 
and not suburbs of the larger towns in Somerset. Therefore, consideration can be given to the 
proximity of the site to Zone A and the characteristics of the local area which is consistent with 
Bridgwater rather nearby villages. The SCC Travel Plan team in the first consultation response 
identified that the site was in Zone A, acknowledging the close proximity to the more urban zone. 
 
As the level of car parking proposed is below the Zone B optimum levels a review of the provision for 
each dwelling size was undertaken and included in the Transport Assessment, identifying the 
following: 

• The allocated car parking provision for the two bedroom properties is between the optimum 
levels suggested for Zone A and Zone B, and given the location of the site on the border of 
the zones this is considered reasonable. 

• for the three bedroom properties an average of 2.5 spaces is sought across the development 
using the Zone B optimum levels. However the proposals allow for the majority of three bed 
homes to have two spaces per dwelling, with convenient visitor parking in the vicinity of these 
properties. Therefore the optimum level for Zone A would be met, with visitors able to park in 
the proposed visitor spaces. This allows greater flexibility of the use of the spaces, rather than 
providing a greater number of three bedroom properties with additional private parking. 

• for the four bedroom properties a mix of two and three parking spaces is proposed. Visitor 
parking is also available close to these properties, again allowing greater flexibility of the use 
of these parking spaces. 

 
It light of this the proposal as amended would provide 93 unallocated visitor parking spaces as well 
as 714 allocated parking spaces for residents, a total of 807. The provision of these unallocated 
spaces, would allow efficient use of the parking spaces around the site, rather than having empty 
spaces allocated to certain properties. 
 
Finally on parking matters, it is noted that both the NPPF and local policy advise that site 
characteristics and accessibility should be taken into consideration. The proposed level of car parking 
at the site is considered to be in line with national and local policy taking into account the location 
and accessibility of the site along with the nature of the development. The use of a greater level of 
unallocated parking also allows a more efficient use of the car parking provided on the site. 
 
Given the foregoing it is considered that the proposed level of car parking would be appropriate for 
this site location and meet the requirements of policy D14, 
 
The allocation requires pedestrian and cycle connectivity to the Wilstock/Stockmoor development 



and Country Park to the north, stating:- 
 

The development will be expected to integrate with existing developments and the wider area 
through provision of public footpaths and cycle ways. This will be through a combination of new 
provision and enhancement of existing rights of way where appropriate. 

 
The applicant does not own all the land necessary to do this, nevertheless a footpath/cycleway is 
shown on the plans to the edge of the land that they own this would then require negotiations with 
the intervening landowner to ensure that connectivity is made to the road beyond. There is no reason 
to assume that this cannot be achieved and the difficulties caused by the third party ownership of 
the intervening land does not in itself make this application objectionable. 
 
A condition is suggested to require the provision of the footpath/cycleway to the edge of the site 
prior to the occupation of any dwelling to ensure that there will be ample opportunity to complete the 
connectivity prior to the application site being substantially occupied. 
 
On the basis of the foregoing, it is considered that the highways and connectivity matters raised by 
this application have been adequately addressed in the proposal complies with the requirements of 
policies B4, D13, D14 and Development and Design Principles Document Phase 2 Gateway Housing, 
adopted March 2022. 
 
Visual Amenity 
 
Policy D19 of the Local Plan requires proposals to ensure the landscape is enhanced wherever 
possible and that there are no significant adverse impacts on local landscape character, scenic 
quality, and distinctive landscape features. 
  
The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment accompanying this application, contains an appraisal 
of the application site and its surrounding context. Desk studies have been carried out to gather 
baseline character information as well as field surveys to inform the character assessment.  
 
It is noted that the site measures approximately 17ha consisting of arable land of a varying 
topography. To the northwest and west of the site includes arable fields and the Stockmoor Ryne and 
north-east is Wilstock Country Park. The sites proximity to Wilstock, Stockmoor and Bridgwater means 
it is semi-rural in nature as opposed to rural or remote.  
 
The submitted landscape masterplan includes the retention and enhancement of existing hedgerows, 
particularly along the southern boundary, which will ensure the development is in-keeping with the 
surrounding context and that long range views of the development are protected.  
 
Green infrastructure is proposed along the western edge to provide a robust development edge and 
to provide a degree of visual conformity with the surrounding countryside. The proposed development 
incorporates approximately 8ha of open space offering a multi-functional green infrastructure 



network that incorporates ecological features. In addition, SuDS features, community uses and 
movement routes to provide an attractive, usable space for both people and wildlife are also 
proposed.  
 
The landscape masterplan proposes new tree, hedgerow, and shrub planting, and structural planting 
along the western and northern boundaries of the site. An ecological enhancement area within the 
western section of the site is proposed. This will include the retention and enhancement of 
meadowland within the floodplain and formation of a broad structural planting belt in association 
with the proposed attenuation basin.  
 
Over 200 specimen trees are proposed across the development area which once established should 
soften the appearance of built form on the pastoral land. 
 
A landscape management plan will be required in respect of the future management/maintenance of 
the existing and proposed landscaping, in order that the longevity of the landscape proposals can be 
secured into the future. Subject to this it is considered that the transition of this allocated site, in this 
location, from undeveloped to developed would be appropriately managed and mitigated. On this 
basis it is considered that the inevitable change in character would be sensitively managed and the 
resultant development would be well landscaped and would sit comfortably in its context. 
 
Accordingly, this aspect of the proposal (i.e. the wider visual impact and the change in character of 
the site) complies with the requires of the DPD for the site and policies B4 and D19. 
 
Design 
 
Within the site it is considered that the house types are appropriate to the ‘standalone’ context – the 
site is not adjacent to any other residential development or heritage assets whether design and form 
of the proposed houses might be dictated by the context. As such the modern design is considered 
acceptable in this location to the rear an industrial state. Whilst there would be views from the north 
and west towards the site, it would be seen in the context of the backdrop of the commercial 
development on the A38, with the modern housing at Wilstock and Stockmoor in the foreground. The 
proposed house types and materials are considered acceptable. 
 
With regard to detail, it has been suggested that where the houses have public facing gable ends 
they should not be blank facades. Changes have been provided showing the addition of windows, 
brick detailing and planting to soften public facing timber boundaries. 
 
Accordingly subject to a condition to agree the materials and secure appropriate landscaping this 
aspect of the proposal was considered to comply with the requirements of policies B4 and D2. 
 
Residential Amenity 
 
There are no existing residential occupiers that would be impacted by the development. 



 
In terms of facilities for future occupiers, proposals for residential development under policies B4 
and D34 are required to provide public open space and formal and informal recreation. A proposal 
of this size would normally be expected to provide a multi-use games area (MUGA) under the terms 
of Local Plan policy D34 (‘Outdoor Public Recreational Space and New Residential Areas’). However, 
the DDPD refers to the MUGA at Stockmoor Village as sufficient to fulfil the requirements of policy 
D34 as it is within 700m of the site. 
 
Within the site a LEAP and a 3 LAPs would be provided which are considered acceptable. Additionally, 
all dwellings would have private gardens or would have direct access to communal gardens from the 
rears. The former are considered to be of an appropriate size, the latter are a more locally innovative 
approach to private amenity space. This approach would provide individual households with a larger 
‘garden’ area that would otherwise be unavailable, however on the sloping site such as this there is a 
risk third party activities within the communal gardens could prove disruptive to individual residents.  
 
To address this concern the application has been amended in light of the police design advisor’s 
concerns to provide a more defensible areas to the rear of the properties adjacent to the communal 
gardens. These changes include:- 
 

• the rear garden division boundary treatments amended from a 0.9m timber post & rail 
fence to a 1.5m timber fence with 0.3m trellis above (overall 1.8m height) to provide more 
secure rear gardens.  The 0.3m top section of trellis fence would provide the overall 1.8m 
height whilst also providing intervisibility between plots. In addition the 1.1m hedge at 
the end of the communal area will be increased to 1.6m hedges with post and wire 
framework. 
 

• The communal rear garden areas to have restricted access and will be secured from 
general public access and will only be allowed for the residents using these spaces.  The 
communal gardens approach is a key design feature of shared community space and 
living. Each unit will contribute equally to the upkeep of the communal gardens via a 
management company agreement.  

 
On this basis it is considered that amenity of adjacent residents would be safeguarded. In addition 
it is noted that any purchaser or tenant considering a dwelling next to the communal gardens would 
be aware of the situation. 
 
Conditions are suggested to agree the details of layout and landscaping of the communal gardens 
and the boundary treatments of the individual properties. This will ensure that the police advisor’s 
comments are fully incorporated and on this basis the amenities of future occupiers would be 
safeguarded. 
 
On this basis the proposal is considered to comply with policies D2 and D34. 
 



 
 
Drainage 
 
There are parts of Flood Zone 3 within the north west of the site associated with the Stock Moor 
Rhyne, flood modelling information has been obtained from the Environment Agency in which data 
has been reviewed for the various storm events. It is proposed that the finished floor levels of all 
dwellings should be set at least 600mm above the modelled peak 1 in 100 year + 40% climate 
change flood level, giving a minimum FFL of 6.04m AOD. It is also noted that a sequential approach 
to master planning has been used, where all proposed built development would be located within 
Flood Zone 1. Flood Zones have been included within the drainage strategy drawing showing that 
built development is located outside of Flood Zone 3, with minor overlaps into Flood Zone 2.  
 
Soakaway testing has been completed on site, which showed that an infiltration lead system is not 
viable. Groundwater monitoring within the site shows groundwater levels to range from 0.4 to 2.0m 
below ground level. The drainage strategy drawing indicates attenuation basins up to 1.9m deep. 
Accordingly, details will be needed to show how ground water emergence into the basin will be 
prevented.  
 
Greenfield runoff rates have been calculated and in-line and with IDB requirements the discharge 
rate will be restricted to a lower rate of 2l/s/ha. Correspondence has been provided with Wessex 
Water stating that they are aware of the surface water approach as public surface water sewers outfall 
to the same land drainage system.  
 
Having sought additional clarifications and further details, the LLFA has confirmed that the 
supporting information that has been provided have addressed their concerns and that their initial 
objection has been withdrawn. Accordingly subject to a condition to ensure that a surface water 
drainage scheme, based on the submitted and agreed details is subsequently implemented, it is 
considered that proposed development would not be at risk of flooding and would not increase the 
risk of flooding elsewhere. Accordingly, the proposal complies with the requirements of policy D1. 
 
Ecology 
 
The Site lies outside the Bat Consultation Zone for Hestercombe House SAC which is designated for 
its lesser horseshoe bat feature. Furthermore, given the location of the Site and the distance between 
the Site and Severn Estuary SAC / Ramsar, the proposed development is considered unlikely to have 
an effect on the species for which these areas are designated and therefore a Habitats Regulations 
Assessment is not considered necessary for the application. 
 
From the supporting information the ecologist notes agree that:- 
 

No designated sites of International / European interest were identified within 5km of the Site, 
with the closest being Severn Estuary SAC and Ramsar located c.6.4km north‐west and 



designated on account of its vulnerable habitats, protected marine species, and habitat suitable 
for significant numbers of waterfowl. 
 
No designated sites of national interest were identified within 2km of the Site, although the Site 
was noted to be within a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) risk zone for North Moor SSSI, 
a nationally important grazing marsh and ditch system on the Somerset Levels and Moors, 
located approximately 3.3km from the Site. The extent of connectivity from the Site was 
considered to be negligible. 
 
Three local and non‐statutory designated sites were identified from within 1km of the Site 
comprising: 

• Stockmoor Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) an interconnected rhyne network located 
immediately adjacent to the Site; 

1) Junction 24 Embankment LWS: a road verge supporting the nationally scarce bush 
cricket, located approximately 0.4km from the Site; and 

• Willstock Farm LWS: a group of ponds, located approximately 0.5km from the Site. 
 
The following notable habitats and species listed on the Somerset County Biodiversity Action 
Plan were identified to be relevant to the Site: 

• Hedgerows and hedgerow trees; 
• Traditional orchards; 
• Wood pasture, parkland and veteran trees; and 
• Bats. 

 
Habitats noted on site:- 
 

• The habitat survey undertaken in July 2021 identified that the Site consisted of one large 
open field reverting to grassland, after being left unmanaged and unfarmed for 2‐3 years. 
It is unknown whether the Site was seeded after farming practices ceased. The 
vegetation was not dense with patches of bare ground noted. 

• Small discrete sections of lower lying grassland within the floodplain were establishing 
as marshy, wet grassland. 

• Three hedgerows were identified to be present: H1: species‐rich, defunct hedgerow with 
trees on earth bank; H2: low, species‐poor defunct hedgerow adjacent to dry ditch; and 
H3: species‐poor intact hedgerow. A species‐poor grassy earth bund was also present, 
separating the Site from adjacent development to the east. 

• Three rhynes were identified to be present. These were designated as a LWS (as 
identified above, with the western rhyne also forming part of the IDB network: R1: wide 
rhyne (3‐6m) with grassy banks; R2: shallow ditch which was dry in the south‐east and 
wetter as it entered R3; and R3: wide, as per R1, with coarse grassland banks and field 
margins. 

• A small area of scrub was also present, with a significant amount of bare earth associated 
with the presence of badgers. 



 
Habitats on‐site varied from Local to Site level importance. 
 
Notable Species 
 
Badgers: numerous badger records were identified from within 1km of the Site. An active main 
sett was identified to be present on the Site, along with other badger field signs. An active 
artificial sett was also present c. 400m south of the Site. 
 
Of Site level importance. 
 
Bats: the habitat on‐site was identified to be of low suitability for foraging / commuting bats, 
with the rhyne network providing more optimal habitat. No potential roost features were 
identified within buildings / trees on the Site. 11 species of bat were recorded during bat activity 
surveys, with activity generally low and concentrated along the western boundary which may be 
an important foraging site for myotis species, such as Daubenton’s bats. 
 
Of Local level importance. 
 
Dormice: not known to be present locally, nor identified during previous surveys of the area. 
Dormice are known to be present in Somerset however, and it was identified that it may be 
possible for dormice to migrate into the Site and be at the eastern extent of their range before 
encountering Bridgwater, specifically with regards to Hedgerow 3 only.  
 
If present (considered unlikely), of Local level importance. 
 
Otter: whilst no recent evidence of otter was identified, evidence of otter was previously 
recorded within the Site and the immediate vicinity (2017). Furthermore, habitat was identified 
to continue to be suitable for this species for foraging and commuting. 
 
Of Local level importance. 
 
Water vole: the rhynes and bank edges bordering the Site were identified to provide highly 
optimal habitat for water voles with presence confirmed in 2017 and 2021 (albeit with a lower 
density of burrows and extent of feeding remains). 
 
Of Local level importance. 
 
Great crested newts and toads: all 11 ponds within 250m radius of the Site were surveyed, and 
all returned a negative result for GCN eDNA, indicating that GCN were absent from Site at the 
time of survey. The Site was identified to provide suitable, albeit sub‐optimal, terrestrial habitat 
for common and widespread amphibian species, specifically within the rhyne network and 
associated marginal habitats. 



 
 
Of Site level importance. 
 
Reptiles: historical reptile surveys recorded the presence of a single grass snake (2014). Update 
surveys were not undertaken, but habitat on‐site, specifically the rhynes and field margins, was 
identified to remain suitable for this species. Colonisation by other species was considered 
unlikely / limited. 
 
Of Site level importance. 
 
Birds: a limited number of bird species were recorded during the habitat survey. Habitat was 
identified to provide some foraging habitat, with nesting habitat largely limited to the 
hedgerows and scrub. Ground nesting habitat was considered sub‐optimal given the height of 
the grassland and lack of management, although may be used by some skylark and other ground 
nesting species (within the lower lying areas of the Site with sparser vegetation). The Site was 
considered suboptimal for foraging wintering birds, including those which may be associated 
with the Severn Estuary. 
 
Of Site level importance. 
 
Invertebrates: several relatively common invertebrate species were recorded within the field 
and rhyne margins during the habitat survey. 
Of Site level importance (where associated with terrestrial habitats) and of Local importance 
(where associated with the rhyne habitats). 
 
Other mammal species: hedgehogs were considered unlikely to be present within the Site. 
Habitat suitable for harvest mice and brown hare was identified to be starting to establish. 
 
Hedgehogs and harvest mice, if present, were considered to be of Site level importance, with 
other species of Negligible importance. 
 
Invasive species: no invasive species were recorded on the Site. 

 
Subject to the implementation of mitigation measures, the impact assessment concluded, with the 
agreement of the council’s ecology no residual adverse effects on identified important ecological 
features, with the exception of ground‐nesting birds, for which a minor adverse effect was anticipated. 
On this basis the council’s ecologist advised that subject to conditions to agree a CEMP, a LEMP and 
BEMP and the control external lighting the proposal would comply with policy D20 and the Council’s 
duties under the relevant wildlife legislation.  
 
 
 



 
 
Planning Obligations 
 
The following planning obligations have been requested:- 

 
• 30% affordable housing; 
• The provision of, and subsequent management of LEAP and LAPs, plus incidental on 

site open space, including the communal garden areas. 
• A landscaping environment management plan (LEMP) 
• A contribution of £212,557 towards the provision of GP services to meet the additional 

need arising from the development 
• A travel plan 

 
Whilst the applicant has agreed to the provision and management of all the necessary on site open 
space, the NHS contribution and the requested travel plan, it is their view of that with 30% 
affordable housing the development and that on the adjoining site (37/22/00126) would be 
unviable. Policies S5 and D6 of the local plan make provision for reduced planning obligations 
where it has been demonstrated that these would make the development unviable. 
 
In such situations it is the council's policy to require the developer to provide an open book 
valuation of the proposal by a suitable third party expert at the developers cost. The applicant has 
provided a development appraisal of both schemes and entered into dialogue with the council's 
adviser who has in turn provided a report to the council on this matter which is appended to this 
report. 
 

We have carried out an appraisal based on the above assumptions with a 30% provision of 
affordable housing (See Appendix 1). 
 
This results in a residual land value of £2,421,359. This is clearly below the benchmark 
land value. 
 
We then carried out further appraisals with 20%, 10% and zero affordable housing 
which resulted in residual land values as shown in the table below. 

 

Affordable
% 

Land Value 25.5.23  Per acre 
gross 

Per acre 
net 

Per plot 

30% £2,421,359  £39,513 £56,324 £4,738 

20% £3,552,875 £57,978 £82,644 £6,953 

10% £5,473,067 £89,312 £127,310 £10,711 

0% £6,693,403 £109,227 £155,697 £13,099 

 
In our opinion, the appraisal with 10% affordable housing shows a residual land value that is 



close to the benchmark land value of £4,902,400 and demonstrates that the scheme is viable 
with 10% affordable housing. 
 
It is our opinion that, at this stage, the scheme could support 10% affordable housing. 
 
It should be noted, however, that this is, at this stage, a very high-level appraisal and 
any slight changes to any of the inputs will have an impact on the residual land value 
that is calculated. 
 
It is our recommendation that any planning permission should have a review mechanism 
attached as the scheme is likely to be built out in phases over a number of years and the 
assumptions adopted will change over time. 

 
It is noted that it is suggested that the benchmark land value, i.e. the price that a willing seller and 
willing buyer would agree upon should be based on the existing use value plus (EUV+) model. In 
such scenario the seller expects to achieve a value based on a multiplier of the existing use value 
and the seller is prepared to pay this price in light of the uplift in value afforded by the grant of 
planning permission. 
 
In this instance the agreed existing use value is £8,000 per acre based on agricultural use. It is 
advised that the uplift should be in the order of 10 times this value, i.e. £80,000 per acre for the 
whole site – 61.28 acres. A valuation appraisal has been carried out based on a scheme that 
provides 10% affordable housing; this would provide a benchmark land value of £89,312.43/acre, 
just over 11 times the EUV. This review of a scheme with 10% affordable housing is summarised in 
the following table. 
 

 

GDV (Net sales) £149,339,650 
Costs  

Build costs 78,242,439 

Other construction costs (infrastructure, 
including abnormals) 

18,648,904 

  

Professional fees, sales and acquisition 
fees and finance 

15,166,543 

  
 

Developer’s Profit at 19.18% on GDV 28,643,345  

CIL 2,672,056 

S106 contributions 493,297 

TOTAL COSTS 143,866,584 
RESIDUAL for land acquisition (61.28 

acres) 
5,473,067 
Or £89,312.43/acre 



 
It is accepted that this residual value, i.e. the benchmark land value (c. 11x the EUV) is slightly 
higher the suggested value (10 x EUV), however the council's adviser suggests that it is reasonable 
in the context of what is a relatively high-level valuation exercise. Furthermore, it is suggested that, 
with an appropriate review mechanism secured in a s106 agreement, the council could be 
reasonably sure that a sufficiently robust approach has been taken. This would enable any 
improvements in the viability of the development as a whole to be reviewed and steps taken to 
secure a more policy compliant contribution of affordable housing. 
 
Additionally, it is to be noted that the suggested benchmark land value represents a more robust 
position to that taken in relation to other developments in Bridgwater where viability assessments 
at agreed benchmark land valuations up to 14 x EUV. This slightly lower valuation reflects the 
qualities of this of this site. 
 
The following commentary is provided on the requested planning obligations. 
 
Affordable Housing 

 
Policy D6 requires 30% affordable housing to be provided, however this is subject to viability. The 
viability of the development has been assessed in conjunction with the proposal for 150 houses 
on the adjoining (Vistry) site, 37/22/00126. In total 511 dwellings are proposed.  
 
A reduction is proposed to 10% across the wider development with the 51 affordable units all to 
be provided on this (Boklok) site. Policy D6 allows for such reduction where the evidence 
demonstrates that it is reasonable to deliver a viable development. If accepted it would be 
necessary to ensure there is provision for this to be reviewed so that should there be changes to 
the viability of the development, the affordable housing contribution could be reviewed and if 
appropriate increased. The detail of the tenure split and nature of other affordable options would 
be agreed as part of the s.106 negotiations. 

 
Highways 
 
Travels plans, as required by policy D14, are agreed as a planning obligation to ensure that there 
are incentives and penalties that can only be delivered by way of a legal agreement. The proposal 
would maintain travel planning as requested by highways officers. 

 
Open Space 

 
Policy D34 sets standards for outdoor play space however contributions towards formal sports 
facilities need to come via CIL so that this can be directed at either existing facilities that need 
improving or new provision that is located where it benefits wider community access. Furthermore, 
B4 does not set out a requirement for the provision of sports space on on-site and the design 
guide and local plan have not allocated a specific sports type facility on this allocation. 



 
Within the site communal gardens and formal play space in the form of a LEAP and 3 LAPs would 
be provided as required by policy D34. The technical detail of that provision and subsequent 
ownership and maintenance would need to be secured through the section 106 agreement. This 
would also meet the requirements of the landscape officer in terms of ongoing landscape 
management.  
 
It is suggested that the LEMP requested by the ecologist is also secured through the S106 as it 
will largely be connected with the management of public open space and therefore to avoid 
duplication and possible contradiction it is best dealt with in one place. The provision of the LEMP 
is necessary and justified in light of the requirements of policy D20. 
 
Health Care 
 
Policy S5 expects development to address its impact on infrastructure where there is evidence that 
the existing infrastructure would be incapable of meeting the additional need arising from the 
development. This is echoed by policy D28 with regard to healthcare provision. Given this position it 
is considered that the requests of the NHS for a contribution GP provision in the local area is 
reasonable. 

 
Education 

 
Although policy D27 expects development that creates a need for additional education facilities 
including preschool that cannot be met through existing facilities to meet any identified shortfall, 
it is accepted that, in line with the Council’s CIL 123 list, any early years and school expansion 
would need to bid for CIL funding. As noted by the county education officer any education impacts 
as a result of the development that would need mitigation could be subject to a bid for CIL funding.  
 
Conditions 
 
Generally the conditions requested by consultees are considered reasonable to secure the details of 
various mitigation measures such as a CEMP, BEMP, lighting, a CMP, drainage details, land 
contamination, tree protection and are considered reasonable to mitigate the impacts of the 
development and are justified by local plan policies. A condition to secure a LEMP is not necessary 
this would be addressed within the S106 agreement as part of the open space management as it 
would require a financial contribution that cannot be agreed by condition. 
 
Conditions have been requested by consultees to control noise from food and commercial premises. 
As these are not proposed, such conditions are not necessary. A condition is suggested to agree 
measures to protect future occupiers from road noise. However, the proposal does not front, and is 
not near to, a road that is likely to create problematic noise levels. To the front of the site, the A38 is 
subject to a 30mph limit, is some distance from the site and would be screened by intervening 
building and topography. To the rear Wilstock Way is again some distance from the site and is subject 



to a 30mph limit. Within the site there is no reason to presume the internal roads would be unduly 
noisy. As such the requested condition is not considered necessary. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposal as amended constitutes an appropriate development of this allocated site the site 
complies with the requirements of policy B4 and the guidance contained within the adopted 
Development and Design Principles Document Phase 2 Gateway Housing. Whilst the scheme does 
not provide for 30% affordable housing as required by policy D6 members are reminded that this 
policy requirement can be relaxed where it has been demonstrated that such obligation would mean 
that the development is unviable. 
 
The applicant has provided the Council’s advisor with sufficient information for him to agree that the 
proposed 10% affordable housing across this development and the adjoining Vistry site would be 
reasonable in this instance. This would equate to 51 units, all of which would be provided on this 
application site. Initially no affordable units would be provided on the Vistry site, however both sites 
would be subject to a review mechanism to enable an uplift to be secured should the viability of either 
scheme improve. All other requested obligations would be provided for. 
 
In all other respects the detail of the proposal is considered acceptable and subject to the suggested 
conditions the likely impacts would be reasonably mitigated and on this basis the proposal is 
considered to comply with the requirements of policy D1, D2, D19, D20 and D25. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
  
GRANT PERMISSION 

 
Grant permission subject to:- 
 
the applicant first entering into an Agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 (as amended) to secure the following: 
➢ 51 affordable housing units. 
➢ The provision of, and subsequent management of a LEAP and 3 LAPs, incidental on site open 

space and the communal gardens to the satisfaction of the open spaces officer 
➢ A landscaping environment management plan (LEMP) 
➢ A contribution of £212,557 towards the provision of GP services to meet the additional need 

arising from the development 
➢ A travel plan 
➢ A review mechanism to secure the uplift the affordable provision to 30% across the wider site, 

including the Vistry site, should the viability of the development improve 
 
 and that the Service Director – Governance, Democratic & Legal Services and Monitoring 
Officer be authorised to prepare and seal the Agreement 



 
 
 and 
 
B. the following conditions  
 
1 THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL APPLY TO THE DEVELOPEMENT 

FOR WHICH FULL PLANNING PERMISSION IS GRANTED 
 
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 
five years from the date of this permission.            
                                                                          
Reason: In accordance with the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act, 1990. 

  
2 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 

the approved plans listed in schedule A. 

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 
  
3 Phasing 

 
No development hereby approved shall be commenced until a phasing plan for 
the development has been submitted to and agreed in writing by the local 
planning authority. Such phasing plan shall include details of the phased 
delivery of the groundworks, all dwellings, including affordable housing, the 
public open space, roads, communal gardens, landscaping, surface water 
drainage and footpaths. Thereafter the development shall be implemented in 
accordance with the approved phasing plan. 
 
Reason:  To ensure the comprehensive development of the site in the 
interests of the amenities of future residents in accordance with policies B4, 
D25 and D32 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011 to 2032. 

  
4 Ecology 

 
Prior to commencement of the development a Biodiversity Enhancement and 
Management Plan (BEMP) shall be submitted to, and be approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. This should expand on the proposed 
enhancements as outlined within the Ecological Impact Assessment Report 
(Ecological Impact Assessment: Bridgwater Gateway, Phase 2 Bridgwater 
Somerset, dated July 2022) and shall also include provision for:- 
 



• Bat boxes 
• Bird boxes 
• Hedgehog friendly fencing to incorporate accessible hedgehog holes, 

measuring 13cm x 13cm to allow the movement of hedgehogs into and 
out of the site 

 
Thereafter the development shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved BEMP. 
 
Reason: To safeguard protected species and in the interests of the 
biodiversity of the site in accordance with Policy D20 of the Sedgemoor Local 
Plan 2011-2032. 

  
5 Prior to construction above damp‐proof course level, a lighting design for bats, 

following Guidance Note 08/18 Bats and artificial lighting in the UK (ILP and 
BCT 2018), shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The design shall show how and where external lighting within the 
public and communal areas will be installed (including through the provision of 
technical specifications) so that it can be clearly demonstrated that areas to be 
lit will not disturb or prevent bats using their territory. The design should accord 
with Step 5 of Guidance Note 08/18, including submission of contour plans 
illustrating Lux levels. Lux levels should be below 0.5 Lux on the identified 
horseshoe bat commuting routes. All external lighting shall be installed in 
accordance with the specifications and locations set out in the design, and 
these shall be maintained thereafter in accordance with the design. Under no 
circumstances should any other external lighting be installed without prior 
consent from the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: To safeguard the ‘Favourable Conservation Status’ of populations of 
European protected species in accordance with Policy D20. 

  
6 Construction 

 
Prior to the commencement of development a written commitment to the 
sourcing of local labour shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority. The written commitment, as a minimum, shall set out 
the following matters: 

i. The proportion of construction workers to be sourced from the local 
labour pool; 

ii. Work experience/ apprenticeship opportunities;  
iii. The proportion of local procurement and sourcing; 
iv. On-going skills development and training opportunities; 
v. The steps that will be taken to ensure that the above is implemented; 



 
The operator shall maintain a record of i - v above and shall make that 
information available to the local planning authority at all reasonable times 
upon request.  
 
Reason: To promote opportunities for the local population in accordance with 
policy D15 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
7 No development shall take place (including demolition, ground works, 

vegetation clearance) until a construction environmental management plan 
(CEMP: Biodiversity) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. The CEMP (Biodiversity) shall include the following: 

a) Risk assessment of potentially damaging construction activities.  
b) Identification of “biodiversity protection zones”. 
c) Practical measures (both physical measures and sensitive working 

practices) to avoid or reduce impacts during construction (may be 
provided as a set of method statements), including: results of update 
badger survey, badger buffer zones and safeguarding construction 
measures; precautionary habitat clearance measures for dormice; 
results of update otter and water vole survey, habitat clearance measures 
for otter and water voles, including confirmation as to the requirement 
for a licence;  

d) precautionary habitat clearance  measures for amphibians and reptiles;  
e) nesting birds habitat clearance measures; precautionary measures for 

other highlighted species such as hedgehog, harvest mice etc.;  
f) an arboricultural method statement, tree protection plan and schedule 

of arboricultural supervision 
g) Pollution Prevention Measures to be implemented during construction 

concerning on‐site and nearby ditches / watercourses. 
h) The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to biodiversity 

features. 
i) The times during construction when specialist ecologists need to be 

present on site to oversee works. 
j) Responsible persons, lines of communication and written notifications 

of operations to the Local Planning Authority. 
k) The role and responsibilities on site of an ecological clerk of works 

(ECoW) or similarly competent person. 
l) Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs. 
m) Ongoing monitoring, including compliance checks by a competent 

person(s) during construction and immediately post‐completion of 
construction works. 

Unless otherwise agreed in writing the approved CEMP shall be adhered to and 
implemented throughout the construction period. Upon completion of the 



construction phase a report, prepared by the Ecological Clerk of Works or 
similarly competent person, shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the 
local planning authority. Such report shall certify the required mitigation and 
compensation measures identified in the CEMP have been completed to the 
Local Planning Authorities satisfaction and shall details any necessary remedial 
works undertaken or required and a timescale for their implementation. Any 
approved remedial works shall subsequently be carried out under the strict 
supervision of a professional ecologist following that approval. 
 
Reason: To safeguard protected species and in the interests of the 
biodiversity of the site in accordance with Policy D20 of the Sedgemoor Local 
Plan 2011-2032. 

  
8 Prior to the commencement of development, including any site clearance, 

groundworks or construction within each sub-phase (save such preliminary or 
minor works that the Local Planning Authority may agree in writing), a 
Construction Management Plan (CMP) to manage the impacts of construction 
during the life of the works, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. For the avoidance of doubt, the CMP shall, 
amongst other things, include:- 
  

a) Measures to regulate the routing of construction traffic; 
b) The importation and of spoil and soil on site; 
c) The removal /disposal of materials from site, including soil and 

vegetation; 
d) The location and covering of stockpiles; 
e) Details of measures to prevent mud from vehicles leaving the site and 

must include wheel-  washing facilities; 
f) Control of fugitive dust from earthworks and construction activities; dust 

suppression 
g) Noise control plan (which includes control methods) 
h) A waste disposal policy (stating no burning on site) 
i) Details of any site construction office, compound and ancillary facility 

buildings; 
j) Construction and delivery hours 
k) Specified on-site parking for vehicles associated with the construction 

works and the       provision made for access thereto 
l) A point of contact (such as a Construction Liaison Officer/site manager) 

and details of how complaints will be addressed, including an appropriate 
phone number. 

 
The details so approved and any subsequent amendments as shall be agreed 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority shall be complied with in full and 



monitored by the applicants to ensure continuing compliance during the 
construction of the development. 
 
Reason: in the interests of highway safety and to safeguard residential 
amenity in accordance with policies D14, D24 and D25 of the Sedgemoor 
Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
9 Prior to the commencement of development a scheme to deal with any 

contamination of the site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority. Such scheme shall include:- 
 

• an investigation and assessment to identify the extent of 
contamination;  

• a remediation plan to address any contamination found 
• measures to be taken to avoid any risk to the public and environment 

when the site is developed.  
• Steps to be taken in the event that any unexpected contamination is 

found during the course of the development  
• Any monitoring necessary to assess effectiveness of the proposed 

remediation 
• Provision of reports as necessary to confirm the outcome of the 

remediation strategy  
 
Unless agreed otherwise by the local planning authority the development be 
carried out in accordance with the approved measures.  

 
Reason: To ensure that any risks from land contamination to are minimised in 
accordance with policy D24 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
10 Drainage and Flood Risk Management 

 
The development permitted by this planning permission shall only be carried 
out in accordance with the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) ref CAB-STR-XX-XX-
RP-C-XX-1000 revision 8 dated 30 January 23 and the following mitigation 
measures detailed within the FRA: 
 

• Limiting the surface water run-off generated by to 2l/s/ha for all event 
including the 1 in 100 year plus 45% climate change so that it will not 
exceed the run-off from the undeveloped site and not increase the risk 
of flooding off-site. 

• Finished floor levels shall be set no lower than 8.1 metres above 
Ordnance Datum (AOD) as detailed in section 5.12 and illustrated on 
the submitted Levels Strategy Plan (P6 dated 06 October 2022).  



 
Reason: To prevent the risk of flooding accordance with policy D1 of the 
Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
11 Prior to the commencement of development full technical details of the surface 

water drainage scheme to serve the site shall be submitted to and agreed in 
writing by the local planning authority. Such details shall be based on the 
submitted surface water drainage strategy as supplemented by:- 
  

• Flood Risk Assessment Rev 8, Structa LLP (January 2023)  
• Email RE: 37-22-00071-ACN Planning application objection response 

(08/02/2023)  
• Bridgwater Ph2_Resub_EA Comments_02.02.2023  

 
Such scheme shall include measures to prevent the run-off of surface water 
onto the highway and a phasing plan for implementation. Once approved the 
surface water drainage scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details and shall be maintained in good working order at all times 
thereafter. 
 
Reason: To ensure the development is properly drained in accordance with 
policy D1 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
12 No development approved by this permission shall be occupied or brought into 

use until a scheme for the future responsibility and maintenance of the surface 
water drainage system has been submitted to and approved by the Local 
Planning Authority. The approved drainage works shall be completed and 
maintained in accordance with the details agreed. 
 
Reason: To ensure the development is properly drained in accordance with 
policy D1 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
13 Materials & Detailing  

 
With the exception of ground works, no works to construct the dwellings hereby 
approved shall be carried out unless particulars of the following have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority:- 
 

a) materials (including the provision of samples where appropriate) to be 
used for all external walls and roofs of the dwellings; 

b) details of the design, materials and external finish for all external doors 
and windows of the dwellings; 

c) details of all hard surfacing and boundary treatments for the dwellings. 



 
Once approved such details shall be implemented as part of the development 
unless agreed otherwise in writing by the local planning authority. 
 
Reason: In the interest of visual amenity in accordance with policy D2 of the 
Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
14 Landscaping 

 
With the exception of site clearance and preparation, no development hereby 
approved shall be commenced until a landscape planting scheme has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. Unless 
agreed otherwise in writing, the approved scheme shall be fully carried out 
within nine months from the date of commencement of the development. The 
trees/shrubs shall be protected and maintained, and any dead or dying 
trees/shrubs shall be replaced to the satisfaction of the local planning authority 
for a period of five years following their planting.                                                                                                                                    
 
Reason: In the interests of visual amenity in accordance with policies D2 and 
D19 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
15 No dwelling adjacent to the communal gardens shall be occupied until the 

communal gardens have been laid out and landscaped in accordance with a 
scheme that has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. Such scheme shall include details of levels, planting, any 
play equipment and street furniture, hard surfacing, and fencing and 
subsequent maintenance. Thereafter the communal gardens shall be 
maintained in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason:  In the interests of visual and residential amenity in accordance with 
policies D2 and D25 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032 

  
16 Bin and Cycle Stores 

 
No dwelling hereby approved shall be occupied unless it has been provided 
with bin and bicycle storage facilities in accordance with details that have been 
submitted to and agreed in writing by the local planning authority. 
 
Reason:  In the interests of visual and residential amenity in accordance with 
policies D2 and D25 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
17 Highways 

 



No dwelling hereby approved shall be occupied until a programme and timing 
of works for the delivery of a footpath to the north boundary of the site has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 
footpath shall be provided in accordance with the details and timing for the 
delivery of the footpath as approved 
 
Reason: In the interests of good connectivity to local services and facilities in 
accordance with policies B4, D2 and D13 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-
2032. 

  
18 The proposed roads, including footways and turning spaces where applicable, 

shall be constructed in such a manner as to ensure that each dwelling before 
it is occupied shall be served by a properly consolidated and surfaced footway 
and carriageway to at least base course level between the dwelling and 
existing highway. 
 
Reason: In the interest of highways safety in accordance with policy D14 of 
the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
19 No development above grade shall take place until the details of and 

specification for highway works consisting of: 
 

a) roads 
b) footways 
c) tactile paving 
d) cycleways 
e) sewers 
a) any retaining walls 
b) service routes 
c) vehicle overhang margins 
d) embankments 
e) visibility splays 
f) carriageway gradients 
g) drive gradients 
a) on street parking 
a) any landscaping for tree planting area in or adjacent to the 

highway, 
b) pedestrian and cycle routes and associated vehicular accesses 

and crossings, 
a) means of enclosure and boundary treatment next to the 

highways, 
b) street lighting and street furniture, 
c) all new junctions, 



d) proposed levels, 
e) highway drainage 
f) swept path analysis for a vehicle of 11.4m length 
g) service corridors.  

 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. For this purpose, plans and sections, indicating as appropriate, the 
design, layout, levels, gradients, materials and method of construction shall be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority. No dwelling shall be occupied until 
the approved highway works (and any agreed consequential and ancillary 
works) for that part of the site have been carried out pursuant to an 
agreement or agreements made with the highway authority under relevant 
sections of the Highways Act 1980.  
 
Reason: In the interest of highways safety in accordance with policy D14 of 
the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
20 The areas allocated for parking and turning on the submitted plan shall be kept 

clear of obstruction at all times and shall not be used other than for parking 
and turning of vehicles in connection with the development hereby permitted. 
 
Reason: In the interest of highways safety in accordance with policy D14 of 
the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
21 THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL APPLY TO THE DEVELOPEMENT 

FOR WHICH OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION IS GRANTED 
 
Approval of the details of the appearance, landscaping, layout and scale 
(hereinafter called "the reserved matters") shall be obtained from the local 
planning authority in writing before any development is commenced. 
 
Plans and particulars of the reserved matters referred to above, relating to the 
appearance, landscaping, layout and scale, shall be submitted in writing to the 
local planning authority and shall be carried out as approved. 
 
Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local 
planning authority before the expiration of three years from the date of this 
permission.  
 
The development hereby permitted shall be begun either before the 
expiration of five years from the date of this permission, or before the 
expiration of two years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved 
matters to be approved, whichever is the later. 



 
Reasons: The application was submitted as an outline application in 
accordance with the provisions of Article 5(1) of the Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure) Order 2015. In accordance 
with the provisions of Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act, 1990 
(As amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004). 

  
22 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 

the approved plans listed in schedule A. 

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 
  
23 The development hereby approved shall not be brought into use until a surface 

water drainage scheme has been implemented in accordance with details that 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 
Such scheme shall include measures to prevent the run-off of surface water 
onto the highway and once approved the scheme shall be implemented in 
accordance with the approved details and maintained at all times thereafter 
unless agreed otherwise in writing by the local planning authority. 
 
Reason: To ensure the development is properly drained in accordance with 
policy D1 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
24 No development approved by this permission shall be occupied or brought into 

use until a scheme for the future responsibility and maintenance of the surface 
water drainage system has been submitted to and approved by the Local 
Planning Authority. The approved drainage works shall be completed and 
maintained in accordance with the details agreed. 
 
Reason: To ensure the development is properly drained in accordance with 
policy D1 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
25 Construction 

 
Development shall not begin until a scheme to deal with any contamination of 
the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. Such scheme shall include:- 
 

• an investigation and assessment to identify the extent of 
contamination;  

• a remediation plan to address any contamination found 
• measures to be taken to avoid any risk to the public and environment 



when the site is developed.  
• Steps to be taken in the event that any unexpected contamination is 

found during the course of the development  
• Any monitoring necessary to assess effectiveness of the proposed 

remediation 
• Provision of reports as necessary to confirm the outcome of the 

remediation strategy  
 
Unless agreed otherwise by the local planning authority the development be 
carried out in accordance with the approved measures.  

 
Reason: A pre-commencement condition is necessary to ensure that any risks 
from land contamination to are minimised in accordance with policy D24 of 
the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
26 Prior to the commencement of development, including any site clearance, 

groundworks or construction (save such preliminary or minor works that the 
Local Planning Authority may agree in writing), a Construction Management 
Plan (CMP) to manage the impacts of construction shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved plan, and 
any subsequent amendments as may be agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority, shall be complied with during the construction of the 
development. 
 
Reason: A pre-commencement condition is necessary in the interests of 
highways safety and to safeguard residential amenity in accordance with 
policies D24 and D25 of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
27 Biodiversity 

 
The reserved matters application shall incorporate measures for the 
enhancement and protection of biodiversity including:- 
 

• Bat boxes 
• Bird boxes 
• Bee bricks 
• Hedgehog friendly fencing to incorporate accessible hedgehog holes, 

measuring 13cm x 13cm to allow the movement of hedgehogs into and 
out of the site 

 
have been installed in accordance with details that have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such enhancement 
measures shall Once installed such features shall be retained at all times 



thereafter.  
 
Reason: To safeguard and enhance biodiversity in accordance with policy D20 
of the Sedgemoor Local Plan 2011-2032. 

  
 
Schedule A  
Location Plan Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1000 Rev P8 
Illustrated Layout Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1002 Rev P14 
Phasing Plan Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1014 Rev P2 
Accommodation Layout Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1001 Rev P19 
Accommodation Layout (1 of 3) Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1003 Rev P5 
Accommodation Layout (2 of 3) Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1004 Rev P5 
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Podium Blocks (North) - General Arrangement Drg No. CAB-JTP-HC3-ZZ-DR-A-GA-1070 
Podium Blocks (North) - Elevations Drg No. CAB-JTP-HC3-XX-DR-A-EL-1071 
House Tpe HC6 - Elevations (Red Brick)  Drg No. CAB-JTP-HC6-ZZ-DR-A-EL-1052 
House Tpe HC6 - General Arrangement Drg No. CAB-JTP-HC6-ZZ-DR-A-GA-1051 
House Tpe HC6 - Elevations (Red- Grey Brick) Drg No. CAB-JTP-HC6-ZZ-DR-A-EL-1049 
House Tpe HC6 - Elevations (Buff- Grey Brick) Drg No. CAB-JTP-HC6-ZZ-DR-A-EL-1050 
House Tpe HC6 - General Arrangement Drg No. CAB-JTP-HC6-ZZ-DR-A-GA-1048 
Podium Blocks (South) - General Arrangement Drg No. CAB-JTP-PBN-XX-DR-A-GA-1072 
Podium Blocks (South) - Elevations Drg No. CAB-JTP-PBN-XX-DR-A-EL-1073 
Podium Blocks (South) - General Arrangement Drg No. CAB-JTP-PBN-XX-DR-A-GA-1074 
Podium Blocks (South) - Elevations Drg No. CAB-JTP-PBN-XX-DR-A-EL-1075 
Podium Blocks (South) - Roof Plan Drg No. CAB-JTP-HC3-ZZ-DR-A-GA-1076 
Podium Blocks (South) - Roof Plans Drg No. CAB-JTP-HC3-ZZ-DR-A-GA-1077 
Refuse Store Drg No. CAB-JTP-EXT-ZZ-DR-A-GA-1060 
Cycle Store 1 of 2 Drg No. CAB-JTP-EXT-ZZ-DR-A-GA-1061 
Cycle Store 2 of 2 Drg No. CAB-JTP-EXT-ZZ-DR-A-GA-1062 
Materials Layout Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1006 Rev P7 
Car Parking Plan Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1007 Rev P7 
Refuse Plan Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1008 Rev P7 
Scale & Massing Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1009 Rev P7 
Cycle & Pedestrian Network Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1013 Rev P4 



Street Scene Sections 1 Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-XX-DR-A-EL-1020 Rev P6 
Street Scene Sections 2 Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-XX-DR-A-EL-1021 Rev P6 
Street Scene Sections 3 Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-XX-DR-A-EL-1024 Rev P4 
Boundary Treatments Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1010 Rev P7 
Boundary Planting - Layout Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-GL-DR-A-SL-1012 
Boundary Planting - Section 1 Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-XX-DR-A-EL-1022 
Boundary Planting - Section 2 Drg No. CAB-JTP-SW-XX-DR-A-EL-1023 
Landscape Master Plan Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0501 Rev P08 
Landscape Soft Works Master Plan Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0502 Rev P05 
Landscape GA Softworks 1 of 5 Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0503 Rev P05 
Landscape GA Softworks 2 of 5 Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0504 Rev P05 
Landscape GA Softworks 3 of 5 Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0505 Rev P05 
Landscape GA Softworks 4 of 5 Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0506 Rev P05 
Landscape GA Softworks 5 of 5 Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0507 Rev P05 
Landscape Communal Gardens Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0509 
Landscape Boundary Treatments Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0510 
Tree Survey & Constraints Plan 1 of 2 Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0515 
Tree Survey & Constraints Plan 2 of 2 Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0516 
Tree Protection Plan 1 of 2 Drg No. CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0517 
Levels Strategy Drg No. CAB-STR-SW-GL-DR-C-SL-1901 Rev P8 
Drainage Strategy Drg No. CAB-STR-SW-GL-DR-C-SL-1905 Rev P9 
Impermeable Areas Drg No. CAB-STR-SW-GL-DR-C-SL-1910 Rev P3 
Earthworks Strategy Drg No. CAB-STR-SW-GL-DR-C-SL-1911 
Earthworks Strategy Depths Drg No. CAB-STR-SW-GL-DR-C-SL-1912 
Street Lighting Strategy Drg No. CAB-STR-SW-GL-DR-C-SL-1950 Rev P3 
Road Adoption Drg No. CAB-STR-SW-GL-DR-C-SL-1915 Rev P02 
CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0508  
CAB-NTA-XX-XX-DR-L-PL-0518  
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