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North Somerset Council 

Core Strategy Examination 

 

Position Statement: Issue 1e 

Affordable Housing 

1.         Housing Need   

1.1    Housing need is covered in the Council’s position statement relating to issue 1d 
(HD/04).  The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SD/22) demonstrates that 
there is a need for affordable housing (average annual net need of 903 affordable 
units in North Somerset) which far exceeds the likely level that is realistically 
deliverable over the plan period.  This is consistent with the situation found across 
the region including the other three unitary authorities that comprise the West of 
England and neighbouring authorities such as Sedgemoor.  As detailed in HD/04 the 
SHMA recommended a review of delivery mechanisms for affordable housing to 
achieve the maximum level possible. 

 

2.         Viability and the Impact on Affordable Housing Policy 

2.1       The proposed Core Strategy affordable housing policy is set out at Policy CS16. The 
proposed policy approach is to seek 30% on-site affordable housing provision on 
sites of 10 units and above. Only in exceptional circumstances, where it can be 
robustly justified will off-site provision or a financial contribution be acceptable on 
these larger sites. On sites of between 5 and 9 units, the Council will seek to 
negotiate on-site provision or financial contributions. Allowing for both on-site and 
financial contributions on small sites enables flexibility as in some cases a financial 
contribution may be the most pragmatic solution, whilst in others on-site provision 
may be achievable to ensure mixed and balanced communities.   

2.2 In arriving at a realistic policy target for the provision of affordable housing the 
Council has to consider the level of housing need and the impact of any affordable 
housing on scheme viability.  The Council commissioned a viability study from 
leading development and housing viability specialists ‘Three Dragons’ which 
assessed the viability impacts of the affordable housing policy target and thresholds 
(SD/24). 

2.3    The Three Dragons report identified three main policy options for the % affordable 
homes target: a single target and two split targets. The table below sets out the 
options and the Council’s view on these. On balance, the Council favours an 
approach based on a single district-wide target of 30%. 
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            Table 1 – Policy options proposed by Three Dragons Viability Study 

Option as per Three Dragons Report 
 

Council comments on reaching view 

1. District-wide 30% target  � The average target is simple to 
administer, currently in place and 
working, consistently delivering 
affordable housing throughout the 
district. 
� The district-wide 30% target will 
ensure that in lower value areas, where 
the majority of the supply is planned the 
Council will maximise affordable 
housing delivery. 
� It is considered that the 30% district-
wide is reasonable, as following 
individual viability testing the majority of 
sites in low value areas have continued 
to deliver the full 30% affordable 
housing target, even during the low ebb 
in the market (see Table 3). 
� If a lack of viability is proven, it is 
possible to justify input of public subsidy 
to enable the 30% target to be met. 
� In the case of an upturn in the market 
claw back mechanisms and future 
proofing can be factored in to ensure 
that 30% is achieved if/when the market 
improves.  If the policy level is below 
30% it will result in a lost opportunity to 
deliver over the later Core Strategy 
period if there is a market recovery. 

2. Introduce a split target – either 
30%/20% based on higher and lower 
value areas or 40%/30%/20% using a 
three tier approach. 

 

� This approach is more directed in that 
targets reflect local viability.  However, 
there is a danger that where a modest 
target is set for lower value areas, that 
‘hot spots’ or ‘good sites’ could be too 
pessimistically targeted.  Where these 
sites are large, and where the majority 
of development is focussed, as in the 
case of Weston and Portishead then a 
significant amount of affordable housing 
potential will be missed. 
� There is also a practical issue that 
arises where local markets improve with 
time.  A target cannot be increased 
without re-doing the study and 
subjecting it to the usual consultations. 

 

2.4    Neighbouring authorities have adopted or are proposing a range of targets and 
thresholds which reflect their local circumstances.  The North Somerset approach is 
consistent with that taken by other councils, although the use of 30% on large sites is 
on the low side in comparison. 
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         Table 2 – Comparison of target and approach with neighbouring authorities 

Local 
Authority 

Approach Target 
(see 
policy for 
detail) 

Threshold for 
affordable 
housing 
provision 

Core Strategy 
progress 

Bath and North 
East Somerset 

District wide average 35% 
17.5% 

10+ 
5 - 9 

Hearings early 
2012. 

Bristol Two targets, one for high 
and low value areas (it can 
be argued that Bristol has 
far wider extremes in 
market values between low 
and high value areas)  

40% 
30% 

15 Adopted. 

South 
Gloucestershire 

District wide average 35% 10 
5 (rural areas) 

Hearings early 
2012. 

Sedgemoor Target A Optimum District 
wide target 
3 tiered approaches based 
on the site size and not 
value differences between 
areas. 
Note: SDC have ‘Target B 
2011-16’ to cover 
downturn and split 
greenfield /brownfield 

40% 
30% 
20% 
 

15+ 
10-14 
5-9 

Adopted. 

Mendip 
 

Urban or other allocation of 
greenfield land 
Unallocated land of 0.2ha 
or providing 6 or more 
homes  

40% 
 
33.3% 

 Due for 
examination in 
February 2012. 
Target currently 
being consulted 
on. 

Wiltshire 
 

District wide average, 
based on the site size and 
not value differences 
between areas. 

40% 
25% 
20% 

15+ 
5-14 
under 5 
(commuted 
sum) 

S.Wiltshire CS 
declared sound 
2011. Now 
drafting Wilts 
wide CS to 
include W.Wilts & 
3 other areas 
(now UA) based 
on same target/ 
thresholds.  

 

2. 5  The importance of a district-wide average target is also further emphasised by the fact 

that the Council wants to deliver much needed affordable housing to the best of its 

ability, and not to lose opportunities for meeting affordable housing needs where the 

majority of the land supply is planned, or when/if there is a market recovery.  

2.6 In the last three years, during a downturn in the market the Council has successfully 

negotiated affordable housing at 30% on sites in lower value areas such as Weston-

super-Mare and Portishead (Table 3 below). This illustrates that it is beneficial to 

undertake occasional individual viability assessments, rather than applying broad 

brush lower targets in lower value areas.  The Council wants to deliver affordable 
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housing in line with Policy CS16, on a nil public subsidy basis at 81.3% social rent and 

18.7% intermediate rent, in accordance with SHMA evidence.  However, where a site 

is unviable and this can be proven, the Council will consider closing this gap to meet 

the 30% affordable housing requirements and bring in HCA subsidy, provided that this 

will increase the amount of affordable housing provided.  We support moving towards a 

position where the SHMA evidence base incorporates an assessment of the 

affordability of affordable rent.  Once the Core Strategy is adopted and the national 

policy position and our evidence base support it (SHMA is due to be updated in 

2012/13 to include an assessment of affordability of affordable rent), we can move 

towards a position where we can consider affordable rent further. This will be clarified 

in the proposed revision to the Affordable Housing SPD.  

2.7 The work by the Three Dragons assumed Section 106 contributions of £10,000 per 

home. At this stage the Council had not considered the introduction of a Community 

Infrastructure Levy.  However it is a reasonable assumption that a broadly similar level 

of development contributions (incorporating both S106 & CIL) will be maintained after 

its introduction. As required by the CIL regulations, testing for CIL viability will take into 

account policy requirements including affordable housing. This does not require that all 

sites must be viable at all stages of the planning period, but does require demonstrable 

viability for the majority of development.  Where sites are not viable, the Council will 

consider the appropriate balance of S106, CIL and other policy contributions including 

affordable housing as described in the Affordable Housing SPD and in the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan and associated submissions (in particular ED/12c: IDP 

Report to Capital Board). 

       Table 3 – Affordable housing negotiations since 2008 on S106 sites in low value areas:  

Scheme Total no. 
of 

affordable 
housing 
units 

Affordable 
housing 
provision 

HCA National 
Affordable Housing 

Programme 
/Affordable Housing 

Programme 
Grant Free? 

Status 

Old Mill Way, WsM 23 50% Yes Heads agreed; 
detailed S106 under 
negotiation 

Former Fussells 
Rubber, Station Road, 
Worle, WsM 

13 30%  Yes Complete February 
09 

Weston Gateway, 
WsM 

44 20% Yes About to start on site 

Wellsea Grove, WsM 12 30% Yes S106 negotiated 
Lynton House Hotel 9 30% Yes S106 negotiated 
A P Burt Site, Harbour 
Road, Portishead 

36 30% Yes S106 negotiated 

Oxford Instruments, 
Yatton 

20 30% Yes S106 negotiated 

Locking Parklands 
Phase 1, WsM 

30 30% No On site 

Waverley Court, 
Portishead 

60 30% No Complete October 08 

Wyndham Way, 
Portishead 

35 30% No Complete June 09 
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The Ridings, WsM 14 30% No Complete June 10 

 

2. 7   In summary, when setting the target, the impact on a range of factors was considered 

when deciding that the 30% option, and whilst ambitious, is considered a fair and 

reasonable target. Such factors include:  

• viability 

• past and recent delivery 

• targets in neighbouring authorities 

• priority given to achieving affordable housing to help address the very high levels 
of need across the district 

• the fact that the bulk of land supply during the Core Strategy plan period is 
concentrated at Weston-super-Mare; and Portishead 

• potential for a market upturn during the Core Strategy period. 

 

3. Rural Exception Sites in the Green Belt 

3.1 Policy CS17 supports housing schemes for 100% affordable housing to meet local 

needs within small rural communities where they meet the criteria listed. This policy 

states that “rural exception schemes will only be acceptable adjacent to settlement 

boundaries of Service Villages and infill Villages, but not in the Green Belt”.  

3.2  This wording has subsequently been changed (see Schedule of Proposed Changes 

to Publication Version, November 2011) to read: "Rural exceptions schemes will be 

acceptable adjacent to settlement boundaries of Service and Infill Villages and 

elsewhere adjacent to the main body of the settlement, but not in the Green Belt." 

3.3 PPS3: Housing, paragraph 30, states that: 

“Local Planning Authorities should consider allocating and releasing sites solely for 

affordable housing, including using a Rural Exception Sites Policy. This enables 

small sites to be used, specifically for affordable housing in small rural communities 

that would not normally be used for housing because, for example, they are subject 

to policies of restraint…”  

3.4  The draft National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 144, states that: 

“A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as 

inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: …limited infilling in villages and 

limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the 

Local Plan…” 

3.5  Existing and emerging national guidance does not specify whether rural exception 

sites should or should not be allowed in the Green Belt, but leaves it to the local 

authority to decide through their development plan policies.  
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3.6  Protection of the Green Belt is a key objective of the Core Strategy as set out in 

Priority Objective 7 and Policy CS6.  Paragraph 3.94 of Policy CS6 states: “The 

protection and maintenance of the Green Belt is very important to the affected 

communities, and ensures a clear distinction between urban Bristol and rural North 

Somerset. It makes an important contribution to their local character and 

distinctiveness, and is highly valued and strongly supported.” 

3.7  Within North Somerset the Council’s position is that there are unlikely to be 

exceptional circumstances to justify the location of rural exception sites within the 

Green Belt.  Where local affordable housing need is identified for communities 

located within the Green Belt, the narrowness of the designation means that the 

preference is for this need to be met in towns and villages located nearby but in non-

Green Belt locations. 


