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Policies 

3. In those settlements and locations where the consequential changes 

have significantly increased the housing requirement, can it be 

demonstrated that the capacity exists to deliver the increased number 

of homes to enable the Core Strategy housing requirement, including 

those of the consequential changes, to be met in the following 

locations, in terms of overall numbers and housing mix? 

3.1 As a result of policies of the submitted Core Strategy being challenged, the 

Council have been tasked with delivering an additional 7,585 dwellings in 

accordance with the employment-led strategy of Policy CS20. They have 

sought to do this by maintaining the original distribution of housing and by 

maintaining constraint-led policies (including Policies CS32 and CS33). The 

result is that the Core Strategy will not be able to deliver its objectives. 

3.2 As identified previously, the supply is over-estimated but is also dependent 

upon allocations in an emerging plan which cannot be afforded significant 

weight. A robust assessment of the current supply would indicate that there is 

not a sufficient or reliable supply to meet the housing requirement of Policies 

CS13 and CS14 let alone the OAN identified in the new SHMA. This is likely to 

affect all tiers of the settlement hierarchy. 

3.3 The only way to address this is to include allocations within the Core Strategy 

such that the delivery of these can be tested and relied upon, to review the 

settlement boundaries, to adopt permissive policies and to amend the 

employment-led strategy.  

3.4 This is not to suggest that there is insufficient capacity to meet the identified 

requirements, but rather that the proposed policies (particularly CS32 and 

CS33) prevent this supply coming forward. Furthermore, until the NSSAP is 

sufficiently advanced and objections have been resolved the under-supply will 

be significant; and with the continued constraint led approach to development 

in many sustainable locations, delivery will be constrained and as such the 

Council will need to take full advantage of new opportunities for sustainable 

development supported by flexible policies.  
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4. Is the plan, with the consequential changes, flexible and resilient 

enough to ensure that the housing requirement is met? Are there 

modifications that need to be made to make it more flexible and 

resilient? In particular, should there be more flexible wording in 

respect of: Policy CS32: Service Villages & Policy CS33: Infill villages, 

smaller settlements and countryside 

4.1 The housing distribution proposed needs to reflect the employment-led 

strategy (as articulated in Policy CS20) and the role and function of 

settlements (as identified in paragraph 3.167) as well as providing sufficient 

flexibility to ensure that the strategic needs can be met (especially given the 

uncertainty and timescales of the NSSAP). 

4.2 The delivery of Weston Villages is being constrained by planning obligations 

which seek to align housing delivery with job growth. However, as job growth 

has not been forthcoming at the rate envisaged this has simply served to 

constrain housing delivery. Indeed, the existing permissions at Weston Villages 

will be prevented from delivering any more housing in a very short timescale. 

As a response, the remitted policies need to provide sufficient flexibility to pick 

up the shortfall in housing supply across North Somerset which has arisen 

from the lack of flexibility of these conditions. 

4.3 Policy CS32 is inflexible as it restricts development beyond the settlement 

boundaries of the Service Villages. This blanket approach prohibits a 

presumption in favour of sustainable development as required by the NPPF.  

4.4 The letter to the Inspector of 14th March 2016 (CC/02) identifies that within 

the settlement boundaries of Service Villages there is capacity for 1,135 

dwellings made up from completions, permissions, adopted allocations and a 

windfall allowance. The actual delivery from these sources will be lower once 

appropriate lapse rates have been applied. It then identifies that even with 261 

dwellings on allocations which have yet to be adopted through the NSSAP 

there will still be a residual requirement for 465 dwellings outside of the 

existing settlement boundaries. It is therefore necessary that development 

beyond the existing settlement boundaries is supported, especially in advance 

of the NSSAP which includes emerging allocations which cannot be relied upon 

at present.  Policy CS32 does precisely the opposite and constrains the 

delivery of the identified requirements. 

4.5 Policy CS32 suggests an inadequate and unreliable solution to this 

fundamental problem, namely the delivery of the NSSAP and/or 
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Neighbourhood Plans. The NSSAP as identified above does not propose 

sufficient allocations to meet the housing requirement (let alone the OAN) and 

the proposed allocations cannot be relied upon as they are not being 

examined. In the words of Mr Justice Stuart-Smith “…the only safe assumption 

is that not all such sites are deliverable” (see Appendix 2.5). Neighbourhood 

Plans may contribute to supply in certain areas, but cannot be relied upon 

owing to the fact that they are not before this examination, and that not all 

areas will progress such a Plan (and so the delivery from this source is unlikely 

to reflect the distribution proposed in the CS). 

4.6 This has been reflected in recent planning decisions of the Council, where sites 

outside of settlement boundaries that would not be considered small-scale 

have been approved. The Council are thereby perversely proposing policies 

(including Policy CS33) which further restrict housing supply from the position 

adopted currently despite the fact that there is a very significant housing 

shortfall. The fact that the Council are approving sites beyond the settlement 

boundaries currently clearly demonstrates that these boundaries are out-of-

date and that development beyond these can be sustainable.  

4.7 Policy CS32 restricts any development to be small-scale (which is not defined), 

depending on how this is defined, this fails to recognise larger opportunities for 

sustainable development and there needs to be flexibility in its application.   

4.8 Policy CS33 furthermore strictly controls development at Infill Villages which 

prevents additional opportunities for sustainable development to meet the 

identified under-supply across North Somerset and to address the needs of the 

Infill Villages. This does not provide flexibility for sustainable development at 

Infill Villages, which amounts to a blanket policy restricting development, 

contrary to the NPPG (50-001) and restricts the choice of sites for housing 

contrary to the NPPF (Section 6). This is despite the fact that paragraph 165 of 

CC/151 identifies that many of the Infill Villages are equally as sustainable as 

many of the Service Villages and so the distinction between Policies CS32 and 

CS33 is unjustified. Furthermore, the settlement hierarchy does not recognise 

the complementary roles of settlements which provide additional opportunities 

for sustainable development in certain settlements which are currently 

designated as Infill Villages regardless of their sustainability credentials. 

                                            
1 Assessing the sustainability and settlement hierarchy of rural settlements in North 

Somerset report (February 2016) 
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4.9 Furthermore, the CS does not review the settlement boundaries which were 

proposed to provide for the housing requirement until 2011 in the 

Replacement Local Plan. These settlement boundaries are not therefore 

designed to accommodate the additional homes from 2011 to 2026 as can be 

demonstrated by the fact that the CS is reliant upon allocations outside of 

these settlement boundaries and even these will not be sufficient to meet the 

housing requirement. Policies CS32 and CS33 are entirely reliant upon these 

out-of-date and unjustified boundaries and so do not represent positive 

planning and are entirely contrary to key tenets of national policy which 

include significantly boosting housing supply and providing for rural housing 

needs. 

4.10 The new SHMA indicates that the OAN will be greater than the housing 

requirement and so the settlement boundaries will be even less able to 

accommodate the actual needs. To provide for the current and future needs, 

as well as allowing for flexibility it is necessary to review the settlement 

boundaries and to adopt a policy which allows for development beyond these 

boundaries that responds to the 3 roles of sustainable development. 

4.11 In order to reflect the currency of the settlement boundaries and to provide for 

further opportunities for sustainable development, Policies CS32 and CS33 

need to be amended to allow for development within or adjacent to the 

settlement boundaries, as has been required in other Local Plans including 

Policy RA2 of the Hereford Core Strategy (included as Appendix 3.1) and Policy 

WT1 of the Winchester Local Plan Part 1 (included as Appendix 3.2).  

APPENDIX 3.1: POLICY RA2 OF THE HEREFORD CORE STRATEGY 

APPENDIX 3.2: POLICY WT1 OF THE WINCHESTER LOCAL PLAN PART 1 

4.12 There should also be recognition of the planning balance such that sites can be 

considered sustainable regardless of their location, providing the adverse 

effects do not outweigh the benefits of delivery.   

4.13 Policies CS32 and CS33 also require support from local communities to justify 

development proposals in certain locations. This suggests that the social role 

of sustainable development is taken in isolation and afforded greater weight 

than the other roles, contrary to the NPPF (paragraph 8).  

4.14 In summary, Policies CS32 and CS33 do not provide sufficient flexibility, 

especially in a context where the OAN is not being provided for, by strictly 

controlling development at sustainable locations; ignoring opportunities for 
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economic and environmental gains; and maintaining restrictive settlement 

boundaries which will not facilitate the delivery of the housing requirement let 

alone the OAN. Indeed, as these policies are currently worded they preclude all 

of the required new development outside of the out-of-date settlement 

boundaries unless and until sites form part of an allocation in the emerging 

Site Allocations Plan or Neighbourhood Plans, and these future policy 

documents cannot be relied upon to deliver at present. This approach is 

contrary to the presumption in favour of sustainable development identified in 

paragraph 14 of the NPPF and prevents sustainable development in rural areas 

contrary to paragraph 55 of the NPPF.  
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5. Does the increased housing requirement justify any modification to: 

Policy CS6: Green Belt & Policy CS19: Strategic Gaps 

5.1 There is sufficient capacity to exceed the housing requirement without 

modifying the boundaries of Green Belts and Strategic Gaps. 
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6. Is there any significant risk that the consequential changes to the 

policies would present any identifiable and unresolvable conflict with 

any of the Core Strategy’s extant policies, having regard in particular 

to: The employment-led strategy of Policy CS20 (which is not before 

this Examination); 

6.1 Paragraph 16 of the Inspector’s Final Report on the Examination into Policy 

CS13 and Supporting Text of the North Somerset Council Core Strategy (March 

2015) identified that the Council considered that a housing requirement 

significantly greater than 17,130 dwellings (as proposed in the Main 

Modifications to Policy CS13) could be inconsistent with the employment-led 

approach of Policy CS20 of the adopted CS. 

6.2 The CS now includes a housing requirement for 20,985 dwellings, significantly 

in excess of that previously proposed. There is therefore, according to the 

Council’s own arguments, potential for inconsistency within the CS. However, 

the consequential changes don’t reconsider the employment-led approach and 

persist with the approach that was previously proposed. 

6.3 The employment-led approach of Policy CS20 seeks a more sustainable 

alignment between jobs and the economically active population to increase the 

sustainability and self-containment of towns and villages and to decrease the 

levels of out-commuting. This is consistent with the NPPF (paragraphs 34, 37 

and 158) and is supported. However, in light of the increased housing 

requirement, the strategy for achieving this needs to be reconsidered. 

6.4 The consequential changes propose a settlement hierarchy with different 

approaches to development in each tier. The robustness of the hierarchy and 

its consistency with the employment-led strategy is therefore critical to the 

delivery and soundness of the CS. 

6.5 The proposed settlement strategy within the CS (as identified in remitted 

Policies CS14, CS28, CS30, CS31, CS32 and CS33) is informed by the Topic 

Paper – Settlement Hieracrhy and Function (September 2007) which considers 

the settlements of Winscombe and Sandford jointly. Indeed, Tables 2 and 4 

assess Winscombe and Sandford together; Table 3 identifies the population for 

the parish of Winscombe however this is a shortened name for the parish of 

Winscombe and Sandford; and Figures 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 assess the ward of 

Banwell and Winscombe, which includes Sandford, Winscombe and Banwell. 

Furthermore, the 10th bullet of paragraph 6.0 identifies that “Winscombe 

provides various local shops and rural services with high profile traditional 
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employment at Thatcher’s Cider, Sandford.” As noted, this employment site 

lies in the village of Sandford and not Winscombe. 

6.6 The joint assessment of Winscombe and Sandford in this document reflects the 

complementary roles that they play with the combined services and 

employment providing for both villages.  

6.7 Figure 4 of the Topic Paper identifies that the ward of Banwell and Winscombe 

is almost as self-contained as Nailsea, Clevedon and Portishead. Figure 5 

identifies that it has the third highest proportion of residents working in North 

Somerset. This suggests that Winscombe and Sandford jointly provide 

opportunities for development that would be consistent with the employment-

led strategy.  

6.8 CC/152 now assesses the settlements separately. However, it continues to 

identify Thatcher’s Cider, Sandford as being within Winscombe (on page 134) 

reflecting the shared facilities of the villages. In all other regards the 

settlements are assessed separately which fails to recognise the 

complementary role. 

6.9 The report summarises the sustainability credentials of settlements on page 

165. It can be seen that in isolation, the Infill Village of Sandford performs 

broadly consistently with Churchill, Banwell and Wrington which are classed as 

Service Villages. It also identifies that scores can be applied to these ratings. 

Once this is done, Sandford scores the same as these settlements. 

Furthermore, as Sandford plays a complementary role to Winscombe the 

sustainability credentials of this village are far greater than portrayed in this 

report. Again this confirms the sustainability of Sandford both in isolation and 

as a complementary settlement to Winscombe. 

6.10 Since the publication of the Topic Paper, the 2011 Census results have been 

published. The middle super output area (MSOA) within which Sandford lies3 

has the second highest level of self-containment of the 26 MSOAs in North 

Somerset. It has 2,796 employed residents and 3,280 jobs and is one of only 6 

MSOAs within North Somerset with more jobs than employed residents. 

                                            
2 Assessing the Sustainability and Settlement Hierarchy of Rural Settlements in North 

Somerset report (February 2016) 

3 as well as Winscombe, Churchill and Langford 
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Indeed, the same cannot be said about the towns of Weston-super-Mare, 

Nailsea, Clevedon or Portishead4. 

6.11 Residential development within this MSOA and Sandford, therefore provides 

the opportunity to provide for sustainable growth which respects the 

employment-led strategy identified in Policy CS20 and provides for shorter 

journeys to work. Additional homes are required in this MSOA to provide 

sufficient accommodation for those currently working in this area and to 

support the needs of local employers. Any additional employment, as is being 

proposed through the NSSAP will require even more dwellings. 

6.12 The NPPF (paragraph 55) identifies that “where there are groups of smaller 

settlements, development in one village may support services in a village 

nearby.” Accordingly, Winscombe and Sandford should be considered jointly to 

reflect the evidence and their proximity and complementary roles, with 

development in Sandford being capable of supporting the facilities in 

Winscombe and vice versa. Such an approach is proposed for Easton-in-

Gordano and Pill within the consequential changes. 

6.13 However, Sandford is identified as an Infill Village where development will be 

strictly controlled. This doesn’t reflect the opportunity to support the facilities 

in Winscombe through development at Sandford (and vice versa) as required 

by the NPPF (paragraph 55) and justified by the evidence base; nor does it 

reflect the sustainability credentials of Sandford in isolation; nor does it reflect 

the opportunity (or need) for residential development in the MSOA to align the 

workforce and jobs and provide for less commuting and greater self-

containment as required by the employment-led approach of Policy CS20; nor 

does it recognise the presence of significant employment opportunities within5 

and close6 to Sandford. 

6.14 The CS will set the distribution of housing to inform the NSSAP. It is therefore 

essential that the distribution of growth identified within the consequential 

changes provides for opportunities for sustainable development, rather than 

                                            
4 although some of the MSOAs in Weston-super-Mare and Clevedon do have more jobs 

than employed residents 

5 including but not limited to Sandford Primary School, Thatchers Cider, the Railway Inn, 

St Monica’s Retirement Village, and Mendip Snow Sports and Activity Centre 

6 including but not limited to Bristol Airport and the Churchill campus of Bristol University 
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the previous distribution (which does not recognise the role of Sandford) being 

set for many years to come.  

6.15 A Joint Spatial Plan (JSP) is being proposed for adoption in January 2018, 

which is intended to address the OAN for the West of England. This will then 

trigger a review of the Core Strategy which will only be able to be commenced 

following adoption of the JSP and therefore, the Core Strategy (including 

consequential changes) will continue to provide the planning framework for 

North Somerset for many years, despite the fact that the evidence already 

identifies that the OAN will be significantly greater.  

6.16 The housing needs of Bristol cannot be met within that administrative area and 

so these housing needs will be diverted to locations adjacent to that authority, 

including much of North Somerset. This additional pressure for housing will 

mean that for the employment-led needs of North Somerset to be provided 

for, additional sustainable sites more distant from Bristol, including at 

Sandford, will be required. 

6.17 In summary, the consequential changes don’t take account of the available 

evidence to provide for the employment-led strategy.  

If so, what modifications to the consequential changes might be 

required? 

6.18 The proposed Policies do not reflect the employment-led strategy or provide 

for the identified housing requirement, which itself is likely to be significantly 

below the OAN.  

6.19 In order to reflect the employment-led strategy, opportunities for development 

in locations which have significant employers and/or which have more jobs 

than workers should be promoted. This includes the village of Sandford which 

should be reclassified as a Service Village in recognition of its sustainability 

credentials and its alignment with the employment-led strategy.  

6.20 To provide for the identified housing requirement, there needs to be certainty 

of delivery and this can only be achieved by allocating sites (in excess of the 

number proposed) now and by adopting more permissive policies. 

6.21 The settlement boundaries need to be reviewed to provide an up-to-date basis 

upon which applications can be determined and to provide for further 

opportunities for sustainable development to meet the identified housing 
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requirement (and begin to contribute to the OAN), alongside the adoption of 

more flexible policies in relation to the existing out-of-date boundaries. 

6.22 These permissive policies should recognise the opportunities for sustainable 

development within or adjacent to the out-of-date settlement boundaries, as 

this provides flexibility; is not entirely reliant upon arbitrary and in this case 

out-of-date boundaries; and represents a positive framework for taking 

advantage of opportunities for sustainable development.  
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POLICY RA2 OF THE HEREFORD CORE STRATEGY 
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APPENDIX 3.2 
 

POLICY WT1 OF THE WINCHESTER LOCAL PLAN PART 1 






