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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 This Statement sets out Mataggart and Mickel’s preliminary response to the Inspector’s 

question in relation to Matter 2. 

 

1.2 This response has been prepared having regard to the limited information set out in the 

consultation documents published in November 2015, and should be read in conjunction with 

the representors’ original submissions.  

 
1.3 It is emphasised that these submissions have been prepared without the benefit of having 

seen the Council’s Position Statement which may assist with explaining the approach and 

position that they have assumed. 
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2. Issue 2 

 
Is the Council’s calculation of the residual housing requirement of 1,715 dwellings for 
the remainder of the plan period an appropriate figure to incorporate into the 
consequential changes to the policies? 

 

2.1 The starting point for the consideration of this matter is that half the Plan period has expired 

with little provision having been made for ‘plan-led’ development, apart from the strategic 

allocations at the Weston Villages which account for only about 30% of the overall housing 

requirement.  Given the short time-period remaining for bringing forward the balance of the 

requirement through a ‘plan-led’ process, there is no margin for slippage.  There must 

therefore be sufficient headroom in the housing requirement to accommodate delivery 

shortfalls, and also to ensure a continuous supply of land extending beyond the plan period.   

 

2.2 The NPPF is clear in the requirement to identify a supply of specific, developable sites or 

broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15.  If the Plan is 

to comply with this requirement, and to enable the Site Allocations Plan (SAP) to identify 

sites for as far ahead as 15 years, then this means that the housing requirement to 2026 

must be construed as a minimum.  

 
2.3 There can be little contention that the revised overall housing requirement is not NPPF-

compliant since it was not based on a full SHMA that assessed the whole of any recognised 

HMA (Inspector’s Report, para. 34).  The Examination Inspector acknowledged that fact, and 

considered it to be an ‘interim position’ that should only be seen as a ‘stepping stone’ 

towards development of a plan which is NPPF compliant (para. 40), and should be dealt with 

through a commitment to early review of the Plan.  The Inspector accepted that there was 

evidence to suggest that the housing requirement was lower than it should be, but was 

unwilling to agree that alternative assessments suggesting a higher figure were necessarily 

more accurate in advance of the joint SHMA that would resolve the issue (para. 59).  He took 

the view that any backlog of provision could be recovered in the first few years of the Plan 

period following review, which should be undertaken no later than 2018.     

 
2.4 The Inspector therefore concluded that he would continue to base his findings on the 

Council’s proposed modification to the housing requirement: 
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… in the knowledge that it will only be in place for a short period before being 

replaced in the light of a review which is based on a comprehensive, agreed data-set 

and which allocates housing requirements across HMAs in a co-ordinated manner 

(Examination Inspector’s Report, para. 59). 

 

2.5 The Joint SHMA has now been published, and indicates a significant uplift in the Objectively 

Assessed Need across the HMA.  The Joint SHMA identifies an Objectively Assessed Need 

of 4,250 dwellings per annum from 2016-2036, compared with an overall current provision in 

the constituent authorities’ Core Strategies of 3,718 dwellings per annum, an uplift of 14.3%.  

Although the distribution of the requirement is yet to be decided, there is limited capacity 

within the administrative area of Bristol City Council, which indicates a requirement to meet 

the needs of Bristol in North Somerset and South Gloucestershire.  The increase in the 

objectively assessed need arises from 2016, and unless immediate steps are taken towards 

accommodating the uplift, a significant backlog is likely to accrue, which will further 

exacerbate the existing backlog in North Somerset.     

 

2.6 In the context of all of the foregoing considerations, the uplift in the requirement in the 

current plan should be construed as an absolute minimum which there would be no harm in 

exceeding to minimise any backlog in provision that has to be recovered in subsequent 

years.  Since the objectively assessed need is not planned to be met in full through the 

revisions to Policy CS13 pending re-assessment through the joint SHMA, and the latter now 

indicates a significant uplift in the objectively assessed need from 2016, preparation for 

accommodating the uplift is appropriately incorporated in the current Plan through planning 

to exceed the minimum requirement.  

 

2.7 The residual housing requirement has not been calculated on a correct basis.  It should not 

exclude allocations in a time-expired Local Plan or proposed allocations in an emerging Plan 

to which little, if any, weight can be afforded at the present time having regard to paragraph 

216 of the NPPF.   

 
2.8 The allocations in the North Somerset Local Plan Review were made under a very different 

strategic and national planning policy framework.  They should therefore be reviewed 

through the Site Allocations Plan and assessed for both their alignment with the new 
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replacement strategic planning policy framework and the NPPF, and their deliverability 

bearing in mind that they have not been taken up in a previous Local Plan period. 

 
2.9 The representors have already referred in their original submissions to the constraints 

affecting some sites that were allocated in previous plans and it is now proposed to carry 

forward to the Sites Allocations Plan.  In particular, the site at North West Nailsea with a 

capacity for 450 dwellings which is currently traversed by high voltage overhead power lines, 

and is also understood to be subject to constraints of flood risk and an unwilling landowner.  

The site was first allocated in a Development Plan in the mid-1990s, but remains 

undeveloped.  Since removal of the power lines is related to the infrastructure works 

associated with the development of a new Nuclear Power Station at Hinckley Point, and 

there are considerable uncertainties relating to the timing of delivery of that project, and 

indeed whether it will be delivered at all, there are significant risks that the site at North-West 

Nailsea will not yield its requirement during the plan period.   

 
2.10 The proposed allocations in the emerging SAP include a number of sites that have been 

allocated in previous Local Plan periods, but remain undeveloped.  They must also be 

subject to critical review to assess their continued suitability within the revised strategic and 

national planning policy context, and assessed for their deliverability.   

 
2.11 The requirement for regular reviews of Plans is not only to roll forward development 

requirements, but also to review whether the distribution of development continues to be in 

line with higher order policies, and to effect a revised distribution where this is not the case.  

In the context of an increased housing requirement it is appropriate and necessary to 

consider the most appropriate distribution of development overall, rather than simply how to 

distribute the additional quantum.  This is particularly so where the existing and proposed 

allocations contain a substantial number of sites that have been allocated during previous 

plan periods and bearing in mind the need to deliver the required capacity during the 

remaining half of the Plan period.   

 
2.12 In support of the above position it is germane to have regard to the guidance in the NPPF, 

which post-dates the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan, that: 

 
The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for 

larger scale development, such as new settlements or extensions to existing villages 

and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities.  Working with the support of 
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their communities, local planning authorities should consider whether such 

opportunities provide the best way of achieving sustainable development. (para. 52). 

 
2.13 Such guidance is inappropriately applied only to the unallocated additional quantum of 

development arising from the uplift in the Core Strategy requirement.  It is relevant to the 

entire undeveloped requirement, which includes existing and proposed Local Plan 

allocations.  Since the higher order policy framework is under review, all allocations in lower 

order plans to be prepared and/or reviewed within the context of the evolving strategic policy 

context must be revisited to ensure that they are in compliance with any revised higher order 

strategies.  A higher overall quantum of development may pre-empt a revised approach and 

therefore distribution, for example, to plan for a larger scale of development at the second 

tier towns through ‘garden suburbs’. 

 

2.14 The Council’s approach in terms of retaining existing allocations and seeking a revised 

distribution only for the additional requirement, is therefore considered to be flawed and not 

necessarily consistent with achieving the most sustainable distribution of development.  It 

risks the lower order Site Allocations Plan pre-empting decisions that are properly made 

through decisions on the consequential changes.   

 
2.15 The residual housing requirement, on the distribution of which is properly a focus of the 

current Examination, should therefore include the capacity identified in the ‘Allocations’ and 

‘Proposed Allocations’.  This results in 3,497 dwellings being added to the total available for 

consideration in the revised distribution.   

 
2.16 Similarly, the ‘other identified sites’ should be included in the quantum available to be 

distributed during the current exercise.  If this capacity is suitable within the context of the 

revised spatial strategy, then it can be allocated through the SAP in due course.   

 

2.17 The Council’s assessment of the residual housing requirement also assumes that all 

consented sites will yield their dwelling capacity.  This is unlikely to happen in reality, in 

which there are a plethora of reasons why sites with planning permissions may not come 

forward for development.  

 
2.18 Bearing in mind the stage in the plan period that has been reached, giving limited opportunity  

to switch in alternative sites where planning permissions lapse with sufficient time for them to 
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yield their capacity during the remaining years, and the uplift in the objectively assessed 

need that must be accommodated during the second half of the plan period, it would be 

prudent to apply a high lapse rate to existing planning permissions to mitigate against the 

potential for a significant backlog to accrue.  In the circumstances of this case, where a 

precautionary principle is appropriately adopted, it would seem that the application of a 20% 

lapse rate to existing planning permissions would be appropriate.  In view of the uplift in the 

objectively assessed need there is little risk of this resulting in an oversupply of housing.  

The greater risk is in terms of the generation of a backlog that is difficult to clear, as is 

currently the case, the consequences of which are a shortfall in housing in the right place 

and the right time to accommodate needs.   
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3. Conclusion 

 
3.1 For all of the foregoing reasons it is concluded that the residual housing requirement of 

1,715 dwellings is not the appropriate one to include in the Plan.  Schedule 3.1 below 

summarises the differences between the Council and the representor. 

 

Schedule 3.1: Residual Housing Requirement 

 
Contribution to Supply 
 

 
North Somerset 

Council 
 

 
Mactaggart and 

Mickel 

 
Completions 2006-2015 
 

 
7,426 

 
7,426 

 
Permissions 
 

 
6,558 

 
5,2461 

 
Allocations 
 

 
1,472 

 
0 

 
Proposed Allocations 
 

 
2,025 

 
0 

 
Other Identified Sites 
 

 
589 

 
0 

 
Small Windfall Allowance 
 

 
1,200 

 
1,2002 

 
Total Capacity Identified 2015-2026 
 

 
11,844 

 
6,446 

 
Total (Completions + Capacity) 
 

 
19,270 

 
13,872 

 
Shortfall in relation to plan target of 20,985 
 

 
1,715 

 
7,023 

 

 
3.2 For the purposes of allocating land the Development Plan comprises the Core Strategy and 

the emerging Sites Allocations Plan (SAP), that will supersede the North Somerset Local 

                                                        
1 Assumes 20% lapse rate 
 
2 Not contested for current purposes but inclusion does not imply acceptance 
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Plan First Review.  The emerging SAP identifies a full suite of sites to meet the Core 

Strategy requirement, including sites that it is intended to carry forward from the Review 

Local Plan. 

 

3.3 The sites that are intended to be carried forward are therefore subject to review and 

reconsideration through the emerging Plan, in conjunction with alternative sites put forward 

for consideration by other interested parties.  They therefore may or may not survive the 

Examination process. Since the SAP has not yet reached a stage at which it can be afforded 

weight (having regard to paragraph 216 of the NPPF), it is would therefore be pre-judging 

the Plan to include them as commitments for the purposes of assessing the residual housing 

requirement.  Moreover, to include them as commitments, and therefore fetter the Core 

Strategy options for distributing the undeveloped quantum of the revised housing 

requirement, would be an inappropriate approach.  It would in effect mean that a lower order 

plan that is intended to implement the development strategy set out in the strategic 

document, would be dictating the development strategy set out in the latter.  The 

consequence could be a development strategy that is not supported by sustainability 

appraisal.   

 
3.4 The residual requirement should therefore comprise the full undeveloped quantum of the 

plan that the Council is now seeking to allocate through the Site Allocations Plan, together 

with a lapse rate for extant permissions.  No allowance should be made for ‘other identified 

sites’, which are either accounted for in the windfall allowance, or will come forward through 

site allocations in due course if they accord with the revised development strategy.   

 
3.5 The residual requirement for the current purposes is therefore that element of the overall 

housing requirement set out in Policy CS13 (as revised) that has not already been 

developed or granted planning permission (discounted by 20%), and for which planned 

provision must be made through the emerging SAP following an appropriate allowance for 

windfalls.  That is the residual requirement that is available to be influenced by any revised 

development distribution in the Core Strategy to be determined through Examination of the 

Consequential Changes.  To exclude allocations in the emerging SAP could have the effect 

of a detailed site allocations document determining the distribution strategy, and a revised 

strategic document that is not supported by sustainability appraisal.     
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3.6 For the reasons outlined, the residual requirement should be construed as a minimum that it 

would be advantageous to exceed through the SAP in view of the confirmation of a 

significantly enhanced objectively assessed need from 2016, and the fact that half the plan 

period has already elapsed, to avoid a worsening of a backlog that becomes increasingly 

difficult to reverse, with the real housing consequences in terms of unsatisfied need and 

house price inflation.    

  

 

 

 



 
 

 


