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Home Builders Federation 

         James Stevens 
 

NORTH SOMERSET CORE STRATEGY EXAMINATION 

WRITTEN STATEMENT 
 
 
Issue 1a: Justification for the revised Core Strategy target of 14,000 dwellings 
compared with the draft RS figure of 26,750 
 
The proposed target is not in conformity with current national policy including the 
draft NPPF. 
 
The Core Strategy aims to provide for 14,000 homes between 2006-2026 (October 
2011 revision to the Core Strategy). 
 
The South West RS required North Somerset to provide 26,760 homes between 
2006-2026 at an average rate of 1,338 net additions per annum. National planning 
policy requires local authority housing targets to be in general conformity with the RS 
(PPS12, 4.33). A target that is half that of the RS could not be construed as being in 
‘general conformity’.  
 
While paragraph 4.32 of PPS12 allows local planning authorities to specify in their 
local plans greater detail than that contained in national or regional policy, it does not 
allow the local authority to depart from the RS targets and policies. PPS12, 
therefore, does not allow the Council to prepare fresh evidence that departs from the 
RS target, only to specify in more detail how a target or policy might be delivered at 
the local level.  The Council’s statement that it attaches limited weight to the 
conclusions of the RS, as it asserts in paragraph 100 of its response to the 
Inspector, would not be in conformity with national policy.  
 
The proposed target is not in conformity with emerging Government planning policy 
as it is not justified when considered alongside the local evidence base. 
 
A target that diverges so significantly from the evidence of need (by which we mean 
need and demand) is not compliant with the draft NPPF. This provides an indication 
of the direction of travel of future Government planning policy. Paragraph 107 of the 
draft NPPF requires local authorities to ‘increase significantly the delivery of new 
homes’. Paragraph 109 of the draft NPPF states that to ‘boost the supply of housing, 
local planning authorities should use an evidence-base to ensure that their Local 
Plan meets the full requirements for market and affordable housing”. Since the target 
does not meet the level of affordable housing need indicated by the SHMA, let alone 
market need on top of this (the SHMA fails to assess market need) then we would 
submit that the proposed level of provision is unsound. It fails to meet national 
planning policy.  
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The 2008-based household projections indicate a need for 36,000 homes over the 
same period.  
 
The SHMA indicates the need for 18,080 affordable homes alone over the plan 
period. The housing waiting list in North Somerset has increased from 2,623 
households in 2000 to 6,661 in 2010 – a waiting list that is two and a half times 
greater than it was in 2000. 
 
The proposed level of provision is therefore significantly out-of-step with the scale of 
need.  
 
The draft NPPF, paragraph 28 makes clear that the core components of the 
evidence base for assessing the housing requirement are the SHMA and meeting 
the household, population, migration and demographic projections.  
 
The capacity of the district to sustain a level of house building that matches the RS 
targets is supported by the evidence. The delivery of new homes in the district has 
remained healthy despite the depredations of the recession experienced elsewhere.  
 
Page 29 of the Annual Monitoring Report 1008 shows the following net additional 
dwellings built in recent years: 
 
2001-2 1066 
2002-3 1206 
2003-4 1265 
2004-5 1058 
2005-6 1253 
 
Page 38 of the Annual Monitoring Report 2010 shows the following net additional 
dwellings built in recent years: 
 
2006-7 1132 
2207-8 1474 
2008-9   935 
2009-10   772 
 
Delivery has been healthy over the last decade and has exceeded the level the 
Council is now proposing through its Core Strategy. Despite the recession, delivery 
in the last two years has not declined so dramatically. This underlines the relative 
strength of the housing market and popularity of the district as a place to live.  It is 
arguable that in more recent years, delivery could have been even stronger had an 
up-to-date plan been in place that reflected the more recent planning disciplines of 
the SHLAA, the five year land supply and the testing for the viability that have been 
requirements of more recent national planning policy.  
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Council’s response to the Inspector 
 
The Council, in its response to the Inspector’s request for further information, 
maintains that the RS a) was over-providing; b) the need for lower growth to improve 
sustainability; and c) overly optimistic in its view of future economic performance. 
 
a) Over-provision 
 
Addressing question a) the Council maintains in its response to the Inspector’s initial 
note (i) (page 6 of its response) that it has reservations regarding the RS approach 
to calculating the housing figures. But the RS figures were decided as the outcome 
of lengthy public consultation and examination. The Panel and the Government had 
considered the evidence and arguments and concluded, on balance, that the RS 
target of 26,750 was the appropriate figure for the district. This was the agreed 
national approach to establishing housing targets at the time. We do not agree, 
therefore, that the question of over-provision is a legitimate reason for reducing the 
targets. Moreover, ‘over-provision’ is a subjective category.  
 
If there was ‘over-provision’ in the RS it was because that was part of the sub-
regional strategy (supported by the Regional Assembly, the Panel and the 
Government) to provide for Bristol’s growth through urban extensions into North 
Somerset.    
 
Furthermore, importantly, the level of provision in the RS is not ‘over-provision’ when 
compared to the household projections.  
 
b) Lower growth to improve sustainability 
 
Since this figure was also subject to a Sustainability Appraisal by the Regional 
Assembly the arguments relating to this level of provision being unsustainable are 
not convincing. The Government through the draft NPPF and Planning for Growth 
recognises that the planning system must do more to promote growth, and this 
includes the recognition that a more prosperous economy is one better able to 
address the challenges of climate change (paragraph 11). Moreover, sustainable 
development in the draft NPPF is that which endeavours to deliver the three 
elements of prosperity (economic), an increased supply of housing (social), and 
which protects and enhances the natural, built and historic environment 
(environment).  
 
Under the new system, the Council may attach greater emphasis to one of these 
elements so long as it provides evidence to justify this. We would submit that the 
Council has not presented this evidence and made a compelling case as to why it 
can choose to attach lesser importance to the economy and housing. The Core 
Strategy does not explain what measures it could take to try and improve the 
economic performance of the district or to facilitate an increase in housing supply 
despite the challenges of current market conditions. The Council is fatalistically 
surrendering to current conditions rather than turning to planning as a tool to 
facilitate growth.  
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By predicting lower economic growth, and therefore the need for a lower housing 
requirement, it is choosing to attach lesser importance to the economic and social 
functions of planning.  
 
Furthermore, the Council has not presented a compelling case as to why it has to 
elevate environmental objectives and bring these to the fore. What are the 
environmental constraints that now prevent the RS housing targets from being met? 
 
c) Over optimistic economic growth 
 
The Council has assembled other evidence to justify its level of provision although 
this is only one element of the evidence base and must be considered alongside the 
evidence of the SHMA and latest household projections.  
 
Central to the Council’s justification for departing from the Regional Strategy (RS) is 
that the changed economic circumstances means that the RS targets are no longer 
realistic or deliverable.  
 
However, we believe that such an approach is overly pessimistic. We are concerned 
that the Council is planning for recession rather than planning for growth. 
 
As we stated in our original representations Keith Woodhead’s report from October 
2010 maintains that business growth and productivity are key to setting an 
appropriate housing requirement. Other questions, though important, will have less 
of a bearing on the housing requirement (paragraph 3.6).  The forecast, applying a 
more pessimistic economic prognosis based upon anecdotal evidence derived from 
recent local economic activity, forecasts and increase of 10,100 jobs compared to 
17,000 in the Oxford Economics Scenario of June 2010.  
 
Even assuming that the Council will experience low levels of economic growth over 
the full plan period, The South West Observatory in its report of January 2011, 
argues that this would only justify a reduction by 40% of the jobs component of the 
housing requirements, not the overall 50% reduction being proposed by the Council.   
 
Moreover, the reduction would only apply to the jobs component of the housing 
target, and not reflect the non-economic components of (a) inward migration; (b) 
internal household formation; and (c) the affordable housing need. Because the 
household projections are trend-based they reflect migratory pressures from outside 
and organic household formation already occurring within the district. The future 
economic growth trends have little bearing on the household projections. Unless the 
City Region had experienced a major rise in unemployment over the last five years it 
is too early to justify such a significant reduction in housing numbers.  
 
In paragraph 40 of its response to the Inspector the Council maintains that the 
housing targets were a ‘reflection of their times’. But housing need and demand does 
not evaporate because of a recession. Commentators and Government 
acknowledge that nationally the country needs to be building in the order of 270,000 
net additions a year (household projections plus backlog) yet last year only 103,000 
were completed. This housing need does not disappear. It may mean that a higher 
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proportion of housing aspiration converts into social housing need than has hitherto 
been the case, but the degree of housing need is not declining. Citing the recession 
as an excuse to cut numbers is to abdicate responsibility for addressing the housing 
needs of the district.  
 
Instead we would hope that the Council would look to the role of the planning system 
to find ways to assist the private and public sector in stimulating output. The 
Government’s Planning for Growth agenda envisages a more positive and 
permissive planning system that reduces bureaucracy and regulatory burden on the 
private sector in order to stimulate supply. The Government’s Public Sector Land 
Initiative is designed to help bring forward public sector land much faster and this 
includes the Build Now, Pay Later scheme to encourage delivery by postponing the 
cost of land acquisition until later in the development cycle once liquidity has 
improved. These are just two of a series of measures designed by Government to 
reverse the socially and economically damaging housing crisis in England that has 
accumulated over the last two decades.  
 
If economic forces are immutable, and not susceptible to public sector intervention, 
then why bother with planning at all? We do not agree with this prognosis. Planning 
and other policy interventions can exert a decisive effect and alter future trends. It 
did so as part of the UK’s post-war reconstruction with the new and expanded towns 
programmes. A more positive planning vision that recognises North Somerset’s role 
as a complementary part of the West of England sub-region could reverse the 
current downward trend in jobs and growth.  
 
The Council maintains that much of the housing need is ‘lifestyle’ driven (paragraph 
44) and this justifies the 50% reduction of the housing target. But if housing demand 
in the district is driven to a significant extent by ‘lifestyle’ choices we cannot see how 
the Council can reverse this trend as it cannot control who occupies market-housing. 
Fortunately it is still the case that we live in a free society. If the Council, however, 
chooses to reduce the ‘lifestyle’ element of its future housing requirement based 
upon assumptions about a lower rate of jobs growth and to prioritise instead 
provision for existing residents then this risks placing those existing residents at a 
disadvantage. They will be priced-out of the local housing market by affluent in-
comers. Just because fewer new jobs may be created does not necessarily reduce 
the attractiveness of North Somerset to affluent incomers. The solution is to build 
more, not ration supply to try and engineer a socially desired outcome. We would 
also add that trying to restrict the type of households who move to North Somerset 
would also be contrary to the Government’s aim to provide everyone with an 
opportunity to live in a community where they want to live (paragraph 107 of the draft 
NPPF).  
 
Dismissing the household projections as out-dated (paragraph 44) since they are 
derived from a ‘boom period’ and thus based on out-dated past trends is not a view 
shared by Government. This is why the household-projections remain an important 
component of the evidence base. As stated above, it is important to bear in mind that 
the household projections do not reflect future employment growth (only indirectly) 
but migration and headship rates. Since the 2008-based household projections do 
not directly account for employment-led household formation but they still indicate 
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the formation of 36,000 households over the plan period it would be dangerous for 
the Council to under-provide to such a significant extent.  
 
The Council should aim to provide for this number. Core Strategies should include a 
range of scenarios, including one that can respond to higher than predicted housing 
growth. It is easier to adjust housing requirements downwards in the event of lower 
than expected housing demand (including the allocation of land, informed by 
revisions to the SHLAA) than correct errors of under-planning retrospectively.  
 
The Council has not presented a robust economic case that would justify reducing 
the housing requirement by such a significant extent.  
 
Restricting competition 
 
The Council cautions against a higher housing target since this will require greater 
land release and that may prejudice the regeneration of South Bristol (paragraph 
43). While we acknowledge that it is a legitimate role for the planning system to steer 
development into certain locations, it cannot be right either morally, or from a 
planning policy point of view, to use the planning system to restrict housing supply in 
order to boost land values in particular locations so that regeneration can be 
rendered viable. This statement suggests that the Council’s primary agenda is one of 
value-capture, not meeting the housing needs of the public.   
 
Furthermore, rationing land supply to boost land values and compel developers to 
build in locations favoured by the Council in order to finance its regeneration 
ambitions may not have the desired outcome. Customers – if they are not provided 
with the type of homes in the environments they want – will move elsewhere. This 
will increase the risk of affluent incomers pricing-out locals and for gentrification 
trends in the district to become further entrenched. The failure of many inner-city 
regeneration schemes to gain traction attests to the risks associated with the urban 
renaissance agenda and an overt focus on brownfield development. New 
Government policy has recognised this and now attaches greater importance to 
maintaining a flexible and responsive land supply (Planning for Growth and 
paragraph 25 of the draft NPPF) and emerging policy (the draft NPPF) encourages 
bringing forward the most suitable sites for development rather than a more inflexible 
‘brownfield first’ (PPG3) approach or a 60% overall target (PPS3). It is instructive to 
note that paragraph 19 of the draft NPPF states that in considering the future use of 
land, planning policies should take account of its environmental quality regardless of 
its previous or existing use and that allocations should favour land of lesser 
environmental value. Bringing forward sites on land of lesser environmental value 
and Green Belt extensions may prove more sustainable options, and more 
sustainable than a policy of town cramming.  
 
The housing target is contrary to current Government planning policy as articulated 
in the Ministerial Statement on Planning for Growth 
 
We would submit that the Council’ justification to depart from the RS, which is based 
on predictions of lower jobs growth and economic performance (paragraph 43), is 
contrary to the Government’s Planning for Growth agenda which sees the town and 
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country planning as having a positive and potentially decisive influence in helping the 
country out of recession. As paragraph 13 of the draft NPPF states: 
 
“Planning must operate to encourage growth and not act as an impediment. 
Therefore, significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic 
growth through the planning system.” 
 
The Council’s plan for the next twenty years is overly pessimistic and regards the 
current prevailing economic conditions as immutable and ignores the positive role of 
planning to intervene to assist the economy. The Core Strategy does not explain at 
any point how it might assist recovery. Moreover its justification for reducing the 
future housing requirement (on the basis of assuming lower jobs growth) is not one 
shared by the West of England LEP which is aiming to create 95,000 new jobs 
across the four local authorities by 2030.  
 
We do not feel that the approach of the council is sufficiently positive and one which 
looks to encourage wider opportunities for growth (paragraph 19 of the draft NPPF).  
 
Plan period 
 
The core strategy will fail to provide a plan for at least 15 years from point of 
adoption, as required by PPS12 paragraph 4.13. Since the current draft plan is 
unlikely to be adopted until 2012 this would only provide a plan period of 14 years 
(2012-2026). Under the circumstances the period of operation of the Core Strategy 
should be extended to 2028. The housing requirement should be recalculated to 
reflect the additional two years. The 2008-based household projections indicate that 
the growth in households in this period would be 39,000, thereby providing further 
evidence of the inadequacy of the level of provision in the Core Strategy.  
 
Issue 1b: The cross boundary implications of the revised housing target for 
Bristol City and other neighbouring districts 
 
Bristol’s undersupply 
 
The draft NPPF requires plans to be prepared positively and this includes meeting 
the unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities (paragraph 48).  
 
Paragraph 24 of the Inspector’s report into Bristol’s Core Strategy raises a concern 
about the lack of cross-boundary planning and the impact of a lower housing target 
in Bristol on adjoining districts. The Inspector concluded that the Council’s 
assessment of the appropriate level of housing gave little consideration to the 
potential contribution from extensions into the Green Belt. In paragraph 50 he went 
on to observe that the indicators of housing need and the opportunity to facilitate 
greater economic growth provided the necessary exceptional circumstances that 
warranted changes to the Green Belt.  
 
In assessing the housing requirement for Bristol City the Inspector concluded that 
the household projections (72,000 in Bristol over the plan period), affordable housing 
need, and greater ambition regarding economic growth pointed to housing figure 
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higher than the one the Council was planning for (paragraphs 18 and 48). 
Nevertheless, the Inspector agreed that land supply was a very real constraint and it 
would be unsound to impose a higher requirement on the council (para 49). But he 
also concluded that given the scale of housing need, it would be unsound to rule out 
the possibility of Green Belt expansion as a long term contingency (para 57) and the 
role for extensions would need to be considered in the context of the other city-
region core strategies (para 60). The Inspector also advised a review of housing 
targets within five years (para 57). 
 
We do not agree, therefore, in the way that North Somerset asserts in paragraph 47 
of its response to the Inspector, that this amounts to a clear endorsement of Bristol’s 
housing target as one adequate to address potential future need. Furthermore, the 
decision in the case of the Bristol examination to have regard to the Government’s 
intention to revoke the RS was considered a material consideration at the time.  
 
There is a need then for North Somerset to make provision in its core strategy for 
extensions into the Green Belt should the assessment of Bristol’s future housing 
need point to a much higher requirement. North Somerset’s plan should also make 
provision for a level of housing provision that is potentially closer to the new 
household projections if not the level required to be in conformity with the RS.  
 
The response provided by the Council (Joint Working with Neighbouring Authorities) 
merely describes various administrative arrangements in place to facilitate strategic 
planning. It does not set out what conclusions were reached and what strategic plans 
will be adopted to ensure that the needs of the West of England City Region are 
addressed.  
 
We note the reference to the recently constituted West of England LEP. Since it has 
no strategic planning powers its contribution to cross-boundary strategic land-use 
planning must be discounted at this stage.  
 
 
 
  
 
 


