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Matter 1 Sustainability Appraisal 
 
1. The Inspector into Policy CS13 (Document CC/04) commented that: 

 
i) The previous Sustainability Assessment tested an adequate range of options; 

ii) The CS13 housing requirement is only 5% more than a specific option 

considered in the supplementary SA; 
iii) The supplementary SA properly informed the 20,985 figure. 

 
1.1 The Council’s position (CC/02) on 14th March was: 

 

i) Policies were considered in the 2011 SA; 
ii) The only policy changes result in the 50% increase in housing numbers not a 

change in the strategy; 
iii) No reasonable alternatives have emerged; 

iv) Most housing is committed and only 1,715 needs to be identified; 
v) In paragraph 67 the Council imply the Inspector concluded the SA was sound 

(although he does not actually say that) and therefore an approach which seeks 

to deliver the CS13 requirement using the same Spatial Strategy would not 
require additional SA. 

 
1.2 Having previously accepted the Council’s position on the SA in response to the 

consultation, notwithstanding v) above, there is a change in circumstances and the 

Council have carried out additional SA work (CC/15) as part of the evidence base the 
Site Allocations Plan (CC/10).  In our view this is a recognition that the previous SA 

work is insufficient for the purposes of identifying and assessing development in 
service and infill villages.  This is not the place for detailed comments on this 

document, but in its current form we consider it is inadequate for a number of 

reasons, not least the choice of settlements and the subjective and arbitrary way of 
assessing three social, two environmental and three economic sustainability criteria 

in numerical rather than qualitative terms. 
 

1.3 Even allowing for the inadequacies of the assessment it is not clear how it has been 
taken into account in identifying appropriate numbers in each village.  To illustrate, 

Appendix D of CC/15 ranks each village.  Table 1 below compares the ranking with 

the proposed allocations.  The only conclusion is that there is no relationship 
between the assessed sustainability of the villages and the allocations. 

 
Relative Settlement Sustainability Compared with Total Housing 

Allocations 

   
 Total RAG Rating Proposed Dwellings 

Backwell 22 65 
Long Ashton 19 0 

Yatton 18 696 
Winscombe 18 199 

Congresbury 17 68 

Easton-in-Gordano/Pill 17 0 
Banwell 15 0 

Churchill 15 219 
Wrington 15 0 

Sandford 15 0 

Locking 15 0 
Claverham 14 0 

Bleadon 13 42 
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1.4 We do not think it is appropriate to rely on past SA work to justify policy changes, 

particularly where housing numbers have been increased, even where no changes in 
strategy are proposed.  SA is a continuous process as NPPG11-001 sets out: 

‘Sustainability appraisal should be applied as an iterative process in forming the 
development of the Local Plan’ (our emphasis).  The emerging Site Allocations Plan 

provides a final opportunity to address this. 

 
1.5 In addition the same paragraph of the NPPG advises that Section 39 of the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 ‘requires that the Authority preparing a Local 
Plan must do so “with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable 

development’.  Sustainable development is defined in paragraph 7 of the NPPF.  The 
economic role includes the need to ensure sufficient land is available to support 

growth.  Given that the housing numbers have been derived in response to changing 

circumstances as the plan has evolved and that housing numbers have increased, 
but employment numbers have remained unchanged, this suggests that in these 

circumstances a new SA should have been prepared. 
 

1.6 However we do not think it is clear that this would now serve a useful purpose.  

Since the High Court remitted the 9 policies in March 2013 the plan has had an 
element of ‘make do and mend’ about it for the following reasons: 

 
(i) CS13 is not based on an NPPF compliant SA or an updated SA; 

(ii) Even if the Site Allocations Plan is adopted in April 2017 to finally put a 
complete plan in place, it is likely that there will be a submission draft of 

the Joint Spatial Plan giving the current Core Strategy a very short shelf 

life; 
(iii) Decisions on the location of most of the residential development required 

have already been made irrespective of the plan and in many cases 
planning permission was granted. 

 

1.7 Therefore reluctantly we conclude that this flawed plan needs to be drawn to a 
conclusion so that the Council can concentrate on a plan for next time, but with the 

proviso that sufficient flexibility is built in to policies (as we set out in response to 
other matters) to ensure sufficient employment and residential development is 

provided and to deal with any other unforeseen circumstances which may arise. 

 


