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MH2 Planning Application 
WMPC Response – January 2022 

General 
The comments made in this West Monkton Parish Council response to the MH2 planning 

application are based both on the plans and supporting documents that have been 

submitted with the application but also on the experience gained from the MH1 

development.  The Parish Council has endured numerous frustrations as the MH1 

development was changed, plans were amended, key deliverables and trigger points were 

not met, and important dates were missed. 

The failure to ensure the development progressed and delivered basic amenities to the new 

residents is a lesson learnt and one that must not be repeated on this development, for 

example the provision of public transport from first occupation, recreation spaces or shops. 

The new residents of this development should not have to wait for years to have the basic 

qualities of life at the expense of Developer financial gains and pressure. 

Somerset West and Taunton Council, as the approving Local Planning Authority must ensure 

by all means possible that suitable clauses, trigger points and controls are correctly put in 

place and not compromised or sold away to deliver other unplanned requirements. 

The MH1 development differs hugely from the planning application documents initially 

presented to the local community.  The developers have delivered an urban extension of 

1291 houses with no retail units, no sports pitches, no local centre and considerably less 

employment opportunity. This development must exercise ‘a get it right first time’ culture 

so that the Garden Town Vision is truly delivered. 

There is an opportunity for MH2 to deliver a more open, pedestrian friendly, sympathetic 

development that has a lower environmental impact (in accordance with the Garden Town 

principles.  The District Council has produced documents titled ‘The Vision for our Garden 

Town’ and the ‘Design Charter and Checklist’. The Parish Council feels that the current 

design for MH2, in particular the housing density, road layout and house design has resulted 

in opportunities and policy objectives being missed. 

The Parish Council currently objects to the granting of planning permission. The remainder 

of this document outlines the Parish Councils comments in respect of the proposal.  

As I am sure you can appreciate, this is a large planning application, submitted prior to the 

Christmas period and this response has been developed in quite a short timescale.  The 

Parish Council understands that the application will take some time to determine and 

therefore reserves the right to submit further comments as the application, plans and 

supporting information are considered in more detail. 
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The Extent of the Development 

• The extent of the red line on the location plan (ref DrNo P17-1020_78 Rev A) doesn’t 

include the bunds along the ERR between the Langaller Roundabout and Cricket Club 

roundabout to the South West of the site neighbouring MH1. This appears to be 

contrary to the SS1 Design Principles document (section 5 – Development Edges) which 

states that ‘Design promoting dwellings that face the ERR and provide an acoustic 

barrier protecting the private amenity spaces behind must be explored’ and section 7 

which states that ‘A well-defined green edge to the ERR2 including mitigation measures’. 

The Parish Council believes that the bunds should be included in the extent of the 

development so that some of the bunds can be removed to enable the integration of the 

MH1 development with MH2. 

• The extent of the red line on the location plan (ref DrNo P17-1020_78 Rev A) doesn’t 

include the full extent of the A38 to the north of the development site.  Areas outside 

the red line are included to the south east in the Outline Masterplan (ref DrNo P16-

1020_79) and annotated as ‘Green Necklace (suitable for tree planting, open space, 

phosphate mitigation, allotments etc)’. Some of these pieces of land are outside the 

ownership of the Developer and the inclusion of them in the Masterplan is misleading. 

The Parish Council believes that these areas should not be annotated on the masterplan.  

• The Parish Council believes that the A38 should be included and traffic management 

measures included also. The Parish Council believes that the early construction and 

opening of the  ERR2 to through traffic will not only discourage traffic from using the 

former A3259  through Monkton Heathfield but will also enable safer access to the 

construction site and enable safe connectivity to MH1 and Monkton Heathfield for all 

concerned. 

Planning Policy 

• The Design and Access Statement details the planning policy relevant to this 

application. Although the Cheddon Fitzpaine and West Monkton Neighbourhood 

Plan, made in 2018, is referenced and noted as containing policies that are relevant 

and should be considered when this application is determined, reference isn’t made 

to the emerging reviewed Cheddon Fitzpaine and West Monkton Neighbourhood 

Plan, the Plan has passed the Regulation 16 stage and is currently with the 

Independent Examiner.  The Plan therefore carries weight and the emerging policies 

that it contains should also be referenced as relevant local planning policy and the 

proposal should comply with the emerging policies. 

• The Design and Access Statement also makes reference to a draft Public Realm 

Design Guide and Design Guide SPD. These documents were adopted by SWT on 7th 

December, prior to this application being placed on the SWT website – dated 8th 

December and are therefore no longer in draft form. 

Phasing 

• Despite the MH1 development commencing in 2012, none of public open spaces, 

play parks, attenuation ponds or highways have been adopted.  To avoid the same 

situation occurring in MH2, the S106 agreement should include a requirement for 
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each phase to be completed and adopted / handed over before the next phase of 

development is commenced. 

• In addition to a clear phasing plan, trigger points must be agreed (and not amended) 

to ensure that the infrastructure needed is in place before too many houses are 

built. In the interests of clear communication between all parties, the Parish Council 

would like to be consulted on the trigger points and any re-negotiation of them. Any 

trigger points that are agreed must be enforceable and preferably guaranteed by a 

bond. 

• The NPPF paragraph 92 states that a development “should aim to achieve healthy, 

inclusive and safe places which promote social interaction, are safe and accessible 

and enable and support healthy lifestyles”, the NPPF supports the view of the Parish 

Council that not just houses should be built at the beginning of the development in 

phase 1 but that community facilities and spaces for people to interact are available 

too. The design of the roads in MH2 with small side roads dividing into smaller cul-

de-sacs (mirroring MH1) means that there will be limited scope for a sense of 

community to develop organically without community infrastructure. This design is 

in contradiction with the District Design Guide. 

• Clear requirements for a bus service, play area, and first retail outlet as soon as first 

houses are built is required. Although it is understood that the Developers’  

philosophy is for each site to ‘pay its way’, i.e. houses sold before anything else can 

start; the PC suggests that in view of the failure to deliver successfully key elements 

of MH1 (Trees planting, safe play areas, Local Centre) the Developer should use 

profits from MH1 to start the build before the sale of houses commences. 

• The ERR2 should be delivered before any building work on Phases 2-6 begins and 

start from Walford Cross to avoid disruption of homes, community and 

ecology/environment built in Phase 1 of MH2. 

• If not, an alternative route for construction vehicles should be created for use from 

the commencement of the development. 

• The current plan will mean that the continuing traffic problems will continue till the 

whole development is established and ERR extension finished could be 10 to 15 

years away, not acceptable.  The Parish Council has suggested numerous times that 

HIF funding should be applied for to ensure road network is constructed first. 

District Centre 
General: 

• The submitted plans for the District Centre will not deliver the required facilities as 

laid out in the Core Strategy SS1 Design Principles document (section 8). The Core 

Strategy document estimates the size of the District Centre required to deliver the 

required facilities for the community to be 13,400 m2. This compares to the 

developers estimate of the District Centre size requirement to be in the region of 

3,000 m2. Experience from MH1 shows that the developers are reluctant to build 

anything other than houses. In order for the development to fulfil the ambitions of 
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the Design Principles and to become a ‘new sustainable neighbourhood’, the size of 

the District Centre needs to be considerably increased. 

• Because the Local Centre in MH1 has not and will not be delivered, there is a 

significant need for retail to be provided in the early phases of development.  The 

masterplan (ref DrNo P16-1020_79) and Design and Access Statement and phasing 

plan makes reference to the Community Centre being delivered in phase 1 / 2, and 

the retail units being delivered in 3 / 4 and 5 / 6 and states that the District Centre 

will be delivered concurrently with residential phases following demand.  The entire 

District Centre should be provided in phase 1 and rigorous (and non-negotiable) 

trigger points should be included in the S106 to ensure its delivery. 

• Within the proposal, including the Design and Access Statement, reference is made 

to amenities that will be within walking distance (quoted as 2km) for future residents 

of MH2.  The distances quoted in the Design and Access Statement from the 

development to the pre-existing amenities are only true if taken from the closest red 

line border and as the crow flies. They are not real-world distances that people living 

in MH2 would need to travel. When this is factored in it is generally not a well-served 

area at the moment, with some of the amenities listed being outside of the 

Developer’s definition of acceptable walking distance. However, the 2km measure 

used is generous and somewhat arbitrary (it is not defined in planning). This study 

suggests that the average “reasonable walking distance” should be 1.15km. This 

means that the infrastructure requirements for the new estate are far higher than 

proposed, especially when, in time, they'll be people living up near Walford Cross. 

• The spine road through the District Centre isn’t supported.  The mixing of 

pedestrians, cyclists and traffic is not supported on safety grounds.  Access to the 

school could be provided from the existing A38 reducing car movements in the 

District Centre and rather than going through the District Centre, the road could be 

positioned to go around the rear of it; this would enable deliveries and loading / 

unloading too. As far as possible the District Centre should be accessed only by foot 

and bicycle.  

Retail: 

• The Parish Council doesn’t accept the information contained in the Retail Capacity 

Assessment for the following reasons: 

o The document needs re-appraising in view of health and well-being data, 

comfortable walking distances, reduced use of car in favour of bus and cycle.   

o These re-appraisals need to be executed in light of COP26, Environmental 

awareness and the Parish’s declaration of Climate and Ecological Emergency, 

(also SCC and SWT).   

o Everyone agrees the nature of retail is changing but it is acknowledged that 

people still prefer to inspect the goods before ordering on line for home 

delivery. For a vibrant community, services need to be within easy reach and 

the habit of jumping in the car to access any services including retail has to be 

nipped in the bud.  
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o A smaller retail store needs to be as comprehensive as the local Aldi and Co-

op.  

o The District Centre needs to be developed by people who can deliver it – and 

if Persimmon as quoted ‘only build houses’ (Simon Perks to West Monkton 

Parish Council in 2018) are unable to deliver, as they were unable to deliver 

the Local Centre opposite the Primary School in MH1, then the site should be 

seconded to a different company. 

o In any event the District Centre needs to be properly marketed, unlike the 

Local Centre, with transparent evidence provided to the Parish Council to 

show the marketing being done. 

o Data used in the tables of the Retail Capacity document are misleading if not 

incorrect as they appear to indicate trading figures in Table 6 for something 

called ‘Monkton Heathfield centre’ whilst acknowledging the Monkton 

Heathfield Centre ‘is not complete’.  i.e. not started, and the data is reused in 

table 8b reference to table 6. 

• As no retail provision was provided in MH1, the District Centre retail provision in 

MH2 needs to be adequate for the need of both MH1 and MH2, not reduced from 

the requirement of existing adopted policy. 

• The retail units that are provided should be suitable for all use, without restriction, a 

failure in MH1. If multi-story buildings are built to house retail units on the ground 

floor, then appropriate venting and other necessary internal structures must be 

included. 

• A penalty clause should be included in the S106 agreement to be charged if the 

District Centre is not delivered and replaced by more housing. 

Community Facilities: 
 

• The community facilities should not have residential units above it.  If a two-storey 

building is required then the community building can be two-storey to allow offices 

and meeting rooms above and a small resource centre to enable community 

building: located adjoining the school boundary for ease of collaborative working. 

• The community facility should be handed over to the community / Parish Council for 

management on its completion. 

• The Local Scout Group has highlighted to the Parish Council that it is in need of a 

serviced site for a Scout HQ and Girlguiding UK also require a site for a Guide Hall. 

Suitable sites should be identified within MH2 to meet these needs. A prime site for 

this is the wood area indicated on the plans adjacent to the school playing fields. 

Health Centre: 

• NHS calculations on patient numbers support evidence for immediate need for a 

medical centre to be included in the district centre.  The Medical Centre should be 

large enough to support GPs, District Nurses, other services such as chiropody, 

physiotherapy, optician, dental, audiology, baby clinic, pharmacy. Combined and 

collaborative working with the NHS would be necessary, and should include Parish 
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Council. The use of Creech St Michael health centre would be detrimental to the 

current traffic concerns already in existence within Creech St Michael. 

Highways 

• The proposal is generally in contravention of the Districtwide Design Guide 4.4.1, 

which states that “Cul de sacs/dead ends should be kept to a minimum, in order to 

optimise connectivity and aid legibility. Opportunities for connectivity with the 

existing built-up area should be maximised, by foot, bicycle, bus, utilities and the car, 

especially to local facilities and schools”. Cyclists from the northern part of the main 

Phase 1 residential block all have to use roads to get to the main access road from 

the A38 before they can link in with the cycle network and, in particular, the crossing 

points over the A38.  

• The current design does not meet the Districtwide Design Guide 4.4 which states 

that “Streets are places, they are for everyone, of all ages and abilities; they are not 

purely roads for vehicles. The importance of prioritising active travel, walking and 

cycling has achieved a much higher priority in the design and layout of our streets.” 

There are opportunities for cycle and pedestrian paths to exit the development in 

various places.  

• The main cycle route from MH1 appears to cross the main residential road at a 

raised table, but with trees shown alongside the cycle way, will there be sufficient 

visibility for drivers? 

• Whilst not clear in other documents, the Design & Access Statement (2.57 in section 

7) speaks of a “detailed Phase 1 proposed bus gate. The proposed Phase 1 bus gate 

would be located to the west of the proposed vehicle access to Phase 1 on the A38 

south of Monkton Elm Garden Community”. Without the ERR2 being constructed, 

the effect of any bus gate in this location would be to direct all A38 traffic down the 

A3259 and through the village. This is absolutely not appropriate! 

• ERR2 bunds between existing settlement and new ERR2 are not specified in the 

proposal. 

• If the new EER2 is constructed at the start of the development, the bus gate 

currently proposed for the Monkton Heathfield Road could be relocated to the south 

of Walford Cross with a financial contribution made to install a bus gate at this 

location. This would at a stroke stop through traffic from driving through Monkton 

Heathfield and instead use the ERR2, ERR and WRR as intended. 

• Upon completion of ERR2 the road between the Langaller roundabout and Cricket 

Club roundabout (the existing ERR) could then be traffic calmed to discourage its use 

and enable safe pedestrian and cycle movement between MH1 and MH2. 

• The bus and ride and rapid transport routes should be in place as soon as possible to 

encourage use of public transport. 

• If the bus and ride isn’t available from phase 1, a S106 contribution should be made 

to extend bus route 2/2A serving MH1 to phases in the new development.  

Contribution payable for each phase as soon as a house is occupied to encourage use 

of public transport by residents as soon as they move in. 
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• A pedestrian road crossing should be included in the masterplan to coincide with the 

public right of way or shared footway / cycleway across ERR2. 

• There is an opportunity to improve the Walford Cross junction, an accident black 

spot, as part of this development by moving the proposed roundabout on A38 to join 

to ERR2 further to the north to replace the existing Walford Cross junction. 

• There have been 11 serious accidents (2016-2020) at the A38 / Monkton Heathfield 

Road (old A3259) junction at Monkton Elm.  There is also an opportunity to improve 

the junction as part of the new Highways design. 

• The speed limit for ERR2 should be 40mph in line with the speed limit on ERR1. 

• Confirmation is needed regarding the Langaller roundabout, will it be rebuilt into 

lozenge shape or stay as it is? 

• Confirmation required regarding the road between the Langaller roundabout and 

Cricket Club roundabout, will it retain its original line, will breaks be made in the 

existing bunds and will more trees be planted? Drawing ref Dr No P16-1020_57 Rev 5 

shows a different layout to that included in other plans. 

• Whilst cycle maps are to be provided according to Transport Assessment 5.43, both 

of the following elements from the Taunton Public Realm Design Guide For Taunton 

Garden Town document are not obviously included: 

o 2.6.3 – For priority routes, signage for cyclists and pedestrians is important 

and “Cycle counters mounted at the roadside are excellent at raising 

awareness of cycling. They can be used as information boards or support 

advertising too, in appropriate locations.” 

o 2.20 – Lighting for cycle paths 

School 

• The school will serve a larger area than the housing estate.  As a result there will be a 

number of car movements to and from the school.  The access for drop off / pick up 

by parents should be from the existing A38 rather than through the District Centre / 

estate roads.  A drop off layby of suitable capacity should be provided to enable this. 

As can be observed from current Heathfield school, car drop off levels would mean a 

minimum of 150 to 200 parents will be driving to the school. 

• The existing primary school is already oversubscribed and does not provide primary 

school education for all of the children in MH1 or in the wider parish.  The Parish 

Council believes that the school should be bigger to enable it to adequately cope 

with the demand for spaces. 

Sports Facilities 

• The Parish Council has been working hard to encourage the Developer to transfer 

the play pitches that the delivery of was a requirement of the MH1 S106 agreement 

and should have been delivered some 7-8 years ago.  The Parish Council is eager to 

take on the responsibility to deliver the pitches with the S106 moneys from the 

Developer and other funding opportunities that are available. Little progress is being 

made regarding the transfer and as it stands an important piece of infrastructure for 
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the community that was a condition of the MH1 development has not been 

delivered.   

• Careful control needs be in place to ensure that facilities are provided in MH2 for 

young people and adults alike in both MH1 and MH2 and for the wider community.  

There doesn’t appear to be any play pitch provision included in the MH2 proposal 

apart from the possibility (but not guaranteed) dual use of the school play pitches 

out of school hours. It is unacceptable and against planning policy that no play 

pitches have been delivered in MH1 and no additional play pitches for only 

community use will be delivered in MH2 when there is a clear local need for sports 

pitches, particularly for youth teams.  

• If MH2 is approved without community play pitches, the MH1 pitches should be 

handed over to the Parish Council immediately and before the MH2 development 

commences to enable the pitches to be made available to the community as a 

priority. 

Allotments 

• The sites and numbers of allotments proposed in the development should be clearly 

defined at the onset of the development. The Parish Council currently holds a 

waiting list for allotments in the Parish with more than 30 people on it. No 

allotments were provided in the MH1 development and therefore there is a high 

need for allotments across MH1 and MH2. 

• The allotments should be located within the development to encourage better use 

and reduce the need to travel by car to the allotments. 

Flooding 

• All attenuation ponds in the entire development should be set to be  used all the 

time to reduce the flow of water into the steams / rivers instead of just being in use 

when a 1 in 200 event occurs. 

Phase 1 Comments 
Highways / Access: 

• The access road when exiting the Phase 1 site to the south onto the existing A38 / 

ERR1 should be left turn only in the interests of road safety. 

• The speed limit on the A38 and ERR1 surrounding the southerly phase 1 

development site should be reduced to 30mph. 

• The crossing point included from MH1 to Phase 1 of MH2 must be installed and 

operational before any properties are occupied on MH2.  The Parish Council suggests 

that the crossing point should be a Zebra crossing instead of a toucan crossing to 

show a greater emphasis and priority being given to cyclists and pedestrians. (New 

rules in the Highway Code coming into effect from end Jan 2022, which define the 

hierarchy of the road to protect the most vulnerable road users). 

• An additional crossing point should be included in the proposal to provide safe 

pedestrian crossing from the development site to the north and the speed limit of 

Monkton Heathfield Road should be reduced to 30mph. The Taunton Public Realm 
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Design Guide For Taunton Garden Town page 134 Figure 128 shows the Monkton 

Elm junction when referencing “Gateways” into the garden town. The Design Guide 

states that “gateways should demonstrate our commitment to our culture, our 

climate and our character in the way they handle cycles, buses and walking” and 

that, when designing new infrastructure, to “ensure public realm uses direct cycle 

and walking routes in priority to vehicular passage”. The Parish Council therefore 

believes that the speed limit needs to be reduced on this road to 30mph from the 

junction with the A38.  

• An additional crossing point should be included in the proposal to provide safe 

pedestrian crossing from the development site to the south on the north side across 

the A38. 

• The plans don’t show the bus shelters in place outside Monkton Elms Garden Centre 

on both sides of the road. 

• Access from northern side of Monkton Heathfield road into the path beside 

attenuation pond on the northern phase 1 site doesn’t show how/if stream will be 

crossed. Need to see in greater magnification/detail to ensure bus shelter area and 

bus shelter itself are protected. 

Housing style, design, density and tenure: 

• By virtue of the CSM Neighbourhood Plan wildlife/habitat isolation barrier as per 

Para A6.2.1 it should be noted that Phase 1 development site is virtually isolated 

from the rest of Creech St Michael Parish. 

• Apartments - Indicative Street Scenes Dr No 20-1871_19 Sheet 1 Rev A shows 

apartment blocks. Reminder – all apartments must have a Juliet balcony to support 

health and well-being objectives. 

• Dr No 20-1871_12 Sheet no 52 and Dr No 612-5 Rev P1 show apartment block 

without Juliet balconies. 

• Dr No 612_4 Rev 1 shows apartment blocks with balconies.   Located on Plots 77/86, 

78/87, 79/88, 80/89, 81/90, 82/91.  

• The apartments should be built in such a way with internal venting etc that should 

the ground floor need to be repurposed then any use can be accommodated – e.g. 

dry cleaner, food preparation or takeaway. 

• The apartments need to be available so that open market mortgages can be 

obtained.  The arrangements made for the apartment block opposite the Primary 

school are internal to Persimmon, and the block does not have internal venting to 

allow the ground floor to be used for the purpose for which it was intended. 

• Phase 1 housing is too dense to conform to Garden Town Principles/new Design 

Guide SPD. It is suggested that another swale should be included alongside the 

estate road, by shortening the gardens and reducing the number of houses so they 

would have shorter wider gardens which would run down to the swale before the 

road. 

• Monkton Heathfield Refuse Strategy: Dr No 20-1871_10 and also Dr No 125 Rev P1 

Refuse strategy Phase 1. The plan appears to be suggesting that there is not a bin 
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store associated with each dwelling and for collection purposes bins will be placed at 

collection places. The policy at SWP should be checked to ensure that Somerset 

Waste Partnership is engaged to collect refuse for every dwelling from every 

dwelling.  NP policy H2 requires that all dwellings without access to bin storage in 

the rear garden, should have a bin store of suitable dimensions built to the front of 

the property.  The arrangement suggested by the developers may indicate that there 

is insufficient curtilage to the front of properties without rear access to allow for the 

provision of bin storage, and that also that the road layout does not support the 

turning circle required for refuse wagons.  Sight of the diagram showing vehicle 

tracking should be made available. 

• Bungalows included at rate of 10% of open market housing (existing Neighbourhood 

Plan policy).  The phase 1 application is for 240 houses; therefore 24 bungalows 

should be included.  There are 6 proposed in the northern site and 7 for the southern 

site, which totals 13 so nearer 5% and not in conformity with the NP Policy. The NP 

Policy also states that bungalows should be located near the District Centre / 

Amenities. The proposal includes 6 bungalows on the northern site on the most 

north westerly plot and furthest away from the District Centre. 

• The social and affordable housing is too grouped together. 

• The design and specification of the properties proposed is reduced from those built 

on MH1. 

• There is a contradiction between the documents regarding the type of heating 

proposed for the properties.  Clarification is sought as to whether gas central heating 

systems are proposed. A sustainable energy solution should be used, for example 

District Heating supported by Core Strategy Policy SS1. 

• The planning documentation is unclear regarding how many houses would be fitted 

with solar PV panels. In the interest of reducing the use of fossil fuels PV tiles/panels 

should be used on every house where appropriate. If PV tiles / panels are not used 

on every house from the onset, the development will not comply with the 

requirements of Policy SS1 and DM5 which is to allow for a development to be built 

with a focus on sustainability and climate change resilience. Section 18 of the SS1 

policy states that ‘the development should be designed in accordance with an 

energy hierarchy, which promotes the reduction of energy before using efficient 

systems and renewable energy’. Fitting solar PV panels to every house would help 

achieve this policy requirement. Not fitting solar PV to every house would 

contravene this policy. 

• The proposed properties should be orientated to ensure maximum solar gain. 

• In the Sustainability Statement 3.1 it is stated that “The (transportation) assessment 

demonstrates that sustainable forms of transportation are prioritised with easy 

access to public transport, good quality active travel infrastructure and an 

appropriate amount of space will be designated to store bicycles.” The Transport 

Assessment 5.43 does speak of “appropriate cycle parking provision”, but gives no 

indication as to what this includes or when to expect it. Furthermore, from 

examining Phase 1 maps and house/garage plans, it seems that in actual fact no 
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credence has been paid to Districtwide Design Guide 5.7 – “Bicycles and recycling 

bins are bulky items and if not considered in the initial stages of house design, either 

for individual houses or in groups, ‘off the peg’ retrofitted solutions are often visually 

intrusive, inconvenient or have a short design life. As cycling is one of the preferred 

options for active travel, then bikes should be stored where they can easily be 

accessed, which usually means near the front door, preferably in the front garden or 

front boundary area…. Where garages are provided, they should be wide enough to 

accommodate bicycles and bins, without having to move a car.” 

• The Neighbourhood Plan Housing Policy H2: External Materials for Residential 

Development states that residential development must ‘be of high-quality 

functionality which appropriately responds to the distinctive local context’ and make 

‘use of traditional materials specifically in prominent locations’.  The red tiles 

proposed for the properties on the northern phase 1 site are not suitable because 

this site is surrounded by properties with natural slate roofs.  The use of red tiles is 

therefore not responding to the distinctive local context or using a traditional 

material. 

Car Parking: 

• All car parking spaces/hard standing should be permeable (see Dr No 1013 Rev P01 

PH1 Sheet 1 and 1012 sheet 2) the drawings show a total area in phase 1 of 10753 

square metres of impermeable hardstanding 26% of site. 

Drainage / Flooding 

• Attenuation pond to the westerly corner of the northern site of phase 1 needs to 

include a drainage solution for the ditch and culvert to its west which is already at 

capacity and floods regularly (ref Phase 1 Access Plan Dr No 1051 Rev P02_ 

• Drainage Strategy PH1 Sheet 1 Dr No 1012 and PH1 Sheet 2 Dr No 1013 - 

Maintenance and inspection schedule. The reports of the inspection of inlets, outlets 

and blockages needs to be shared and filed with either the LLFA or WM PC. 

• Dr No P16-1020_11Rev J Constraints and Opportunities, shows areas of impeded 

drainage.  Information required to explain how this is to be dealt with in terms of 

rainwater run-off and natural soak away for dwellings built in that area. 

Parks and Open Spaces: 

• The Parish Council would like to manage the open spaces for phase one of the 

development and as such requests that the S106 agreement is suitably worded to 

enable the transfer of the public open space upon its completion. 

• Noting the point above, the Parish Council requests that a clause is also included in 

the S106 agreement requiring that the LEAP in phase 1 is installed when 10% of the 

proposed phase one houses are occupied and that the equipment used in the LEAP is 

agreed with the SWT Planning Officer and Parish Council prior to its installation. 

• Tree size needs to be specified and at least 8/10 standard – 2.5-3m tall. 
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• All trees that are planted should be triple staked to at least six feet in height to both 

deter vandals and promote strong tree growth, and installed to BS guidelines with 

sufficient watering to initiate growth for first 2 years to enable root consolidation. 

• A sufficient number of dog and litter bins must be installed throughout phase 1 

including arrangements for collection. 

• Landscape management should avoid the use of pesticides and herbicides and 

should specify physical removal of ragwort on an enhanced schedule (twice monthly) 

during ragwort growing season. 

• Management of other vegetation and removal of nuisance plants needs to specify 

removal of ragwort on two-weekly cycle during ragwort flowering season. The 

Persimmon development has resulted in the worst infestation of ragwort seen in the 

area for over 50 years so now they need to be part of the remedial action.  

• Maintenance schedule needs to be agreed with Parish Council to comply with 

Climate and Ecological Declaration of Emergency and should not include pesticides 

or herbicides. 

Allotments 

• Detailed phase 1 landscape plan Dr No P16-1020_79 Sheet3/3 identifies micro 

allotments. Management of the micro-allotments should be passed to the Parish 

Council before the adoption of the site, at the earliest possible opportunity.  The site 

should not be used for storage of construction materials prior to use as allotments to 

avoid damaging the soil’s structure through impact and contamination. 

Travel Plan 

• Travel Plan document doesn’t appear to be available for Phase 1. 

• The Travel Plan Co-ordinator information given for Hartnells was incorrect – the  

Hartnells Development therefore failed to deliver in the same way as MH1 failed to 

deliver.  The Travel Plan with its enhancements for walking and cycling needs to be 

meaningful and publicly visible. 

• Bus stops are shown on a plan but do not appear to link to the existing network to 

serve phase 1. 

• Could the Developers be asked to show the efficacy of their travel plans on previous 

developments as documents within this proposal emphasise the importance of them 

being measurable and that they are judged on performance after 5 years. Can the 

Developer share the lessons learnt and the adjustments they’re making to ensure 

that travel really will be more sustainable in MH2? 

Sustainability/environmental 

• Ecology surveys for otter and watervole, bats, bat roost, Great Crested Newt and the 

Habitat Plans need to be referred to SCC Ecology Services.  The Environmental Non-

technical Summary states there is net habitat gain, but it is not clear from the data 

presented how this can be the case.  At the least, bird and bat boxes must be 

installed, plus bee bricks used where appropriate, existing trees and hedgerows 
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protected during construction, and new planting wherever possible in accordance 

with emerging NP policy R6.  

• Competent Expert Statement needs to be verified or all reports need to be counter 

checked by Local Planning Authority expert.  

• Revise the specification of Persimmon sip houses to ensure they comply with current 

building standards and emerging NP policy H5 towards carbon neutrality. 

• The detailed plans submitted for phase 1 are contrary to the SS1 Design Principles 

document which requires ‘The integration of conveniently placed electric charging 

points into the street network’.  The SS1 Design Principles document also states in 

section 18 that ‘Additionally and where possible, electric charging points should also 

be provided within the District Centre and overall street network’. 

• Policy SS1 states (in the Energy Section) that half of the dwellings will still have a 

southerly aspect in order to achieve maximum solar gain. The submitted plans are 

not in compliance with this requirement. 

• The Planning Application submission 14/21/0047/HYB by Persimmon Redrow for the 

Monkton Heathfield 2 development (Phase 1) contains two sections on page 5 

entitled ‘Energy Statement’ and ‘Sustainability Statement’.   These are addressed in 

turn. 

Energy Statement 

• Given the Government requirement to phase out all domestic natural gas boiler 

installations in new properties by 2025, there is an imperative for all developers to 

seek alternative sources of energy for heating and hot water in the very near future.  

Developers should at least ensure that any new domestic boiler installations should 

be capable of modification to run on a blend of natural gas and at least 20% 

hydrogen, which will significantly reduce CO2 emissions 

(https://www.keele.ac.uk/about/news/2021/september/hydeploy-trial/hydrogen-

gas-blending.php.)    

• Embracing this technology, and subsequent technological advancements over the 

duration of the construction of MH2 (all phases), will not only be a shining example 

of innovation, but will also ensure all purchasers of Persimmon/Redrow homes are 

future proofed as the drive to reduce global warming gathers pace.  The Parish 

Council wishes to see developers go that extra mile and do more than the bare 

minimum of achieving the ‘current planning policy target of 20% reduction in CO2 

emissions’ to provide dwellings and commercial premises fit for the future.  It is 

noted that there are no ‘decentralised heat and/or power scheme’,  otherwise 

known as a ‘district heating, which is a method of providing heating and hot water in 

a more cost-effective and sustainable manner, reducing fuel poverty and 

environmental impact, as well as improving energy security’ planned for this 

development.  The Parish Council believes that the Policy SS1: Monkton Heathfield  

‘2019 Report to Committee ‘update’ removes the need for district heating’ is a huge 

missed opportunity, given that ‘37% of carbon emissions in the UK derive from 

heating homes and businesses’.    

https://www.keele.ac.uk/about/news/2021/september/hydeploy-trial/hydrogen-gas-blending.php
https://www.keele.ac.uk/about/news/2021/september/hydeploy-trial/hydrogen-gas-blending.php
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• As far as alternative sources of renewable energy is concerned, it is noted that the 

following are all rejected as unsuitable for this development: 

1) The installation of a CHP (Combined Heat and Power) system was 

considered but has been discounted on the basis that the inconsistent 

load requirements of the residential development are not suited to a CHP 

plant. 

2) Utilising the south facing roofs within the proposed site for Solar Thermal 

/ Hot Water Panels could be considered a viable option, but the design 

team have confirmed that they would prefer to use the roof space, if 

renewable technologies were required, for installing PV. Therefore, a roof 

mounted solar thermal panels are NOT considered a preferred option. 

3) Installation of GSHPs (Ground Source Heat Pumps) for the provision of 

primary space / DHW (Domestic Hot Water) heating for the building is not 

considered feasible due to financial reasons and the large amount of 

ground works required to install a GSHP system. 

4) Installation of ASHPs for the provision of primary space / DHW heating for 

the building is not considered the most viable and efficient option. 

Installing high efficiency gas boilers was considered the preferred option 

5) The use of an energy centre with a biomass boiler was considered a 

feasible option but due to air quality issues and a need for a district heat 

network it was discounted as a viable option. In addition to these 

considerations biomass boilers are considered more feasible for larger 

scale developments with a district heat network. 

• The only proposed renewable energy solution is stated as: 

‘It is recommended that a roof mounted solar PV (Photovoltaic) panels distributed 

across the selected roofs is considered as the preferred option to assist in achieving 

the planning policy requirement of 20% improvement in CO2 emissions compared to 

Part L 2013’.  

• However, the Parish Council would like to understand how individual property 

owners will benefit from the use of PV generated electricity if they are only fitted to 

‘selective properties’? 

 

Sustainability Statement  

• In Section 2.1 it is noted that CP1 states ‘Proposals for the development of 

renewable and low carbon sources of energy, including large-scale freestanding 

installations will be favourably considered’.  However, as stated in the Energy section 

above all such solutions, with the exception of PV panels on selected properties, are 

considered unsuitable.  This is very much regrettable. 

• In Section 3.4 the following statement is noted:  ‘Where possible, providing gas 

connections for heating and cooking will be avoided’.   This would appear to be 

incompatible with the planned provision of gas fired boilers in all dwellings and 

commercial establishments in MH2 (Phase 1) and the rejection of alternative sources 

of renewable DHW and Heating systems.  The Parish Council would like to 
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understand how the developers will ‘provide the heating for all the residential and 

non-domestic uses from electric sources, and the development is prepared to meet 

this policy target and to take advantage of the decarbonisation of the electricity 

network’? 

• It is most regrettable that purchasers of dwellings will need to take into 

consideration the costs associated with ‘retrofitting homes and any changes they can 

make’ when planning to purchase a new property on this development 

• The Parish Council also agrees with the statement in the summary that ‘As a result, 

the current planning policies for this area emphasise the importance of sustainable 

growth with particular emphasis on the encouragement of energy efficiency and 

green energy’.   We look forward to seeing this implemented within the MH2 

development. 
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