
North Somerset Core Strategy Examination 
Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 

Day 1/Issue 1 

DLP Planning Ltd 1 

Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd  
(DLP Planning Ltd) Ref: 4599521 

ISSUE 1 
DAY 1  

(Wednesday 23rd November 2011) 
 

 
NORTH SOMERSET CORE STRATEGY EXAMINATION 
 
POSITION PAPER 
 
ISSUE 1: DISTRICT HOUSING LAND REQUIREMENT 
 

 
Issue 1a: Justification for the revised Core Strategy target of 14,000 dwellings 
compared with draft RS figure of 26,750 
 
1. We say that NSC’s approach to assessing what the appropriate level of housing 

provision should be is fundamentally flawed. The evidence on which the draft RS 
was based is to be preferred to some spurious conformity with RPG10 which is too 
outdated in this regard. The assessment undertaken on behalf of NSC was also 
artificially constrained by discounting any need to review Green Belt. The 
assessment is not supported by other available evidence such as the SHMA and its 
adherence to pessimistic assumption’s about economic growth are contrary to the 
aims and objectives of the Governments Growth Agenda and its “pressing need to 
ensure that the planning system does everything it can to help secure a swift return 
to economic growth.” 

 
2. Prior to the Government’s announcement of its intention to abolish the regional tier of 

the development plan (27th May 2010), the proposed changes by the Secretary of 
State to the emerging South West RS (i.e. 26,750 dwellings target for NS) would 
have carried very significant weight in this Examination. This is because such 
proposals had a very real prospect of becoming part of the development plan; setting 
the context for the preparation of the NSCS. Indeed, Section 24 of the 2004 Act 
would have required the NSCS to have been in general conformity with the RS once 
approved.  

 
3. The Inspector, in his Note dated 19th August 2011 (ED/04), was clear that the weight 

attached to the draft RS itself has been lessened by the issues that delayed its 
adoption and by the very real prospect, on enactment of the Localism Bill, of it not 
now being adopted. We share this view. However, the evidence and reasons why the 
Secretary of State considered that provision should be made for 26,750 dwellings in 
North Somerset is still an important material consideration at this Examination into 
the assessment of soundness of the CS. 

 
4. This level of housing provision set out in the draft RS was arrived at as a result of a 

robust evidence-based assessment. It was the subject of extensive public 
consultation and engagement with stakeholders, and was subject to independent 
examination.   
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5. It is therefore our view that the onus is on NSC to persuade the Inspector that its 
justification for effectively halving the level of housing provision is to be preferred to 
that which underpinned the Secretary of State’s proposed changes. In doing so it 
must convince the Inspector that its justification results from taking a strategic, 
evidence-based approach that has taken account of local, sub-regional, regional and 
national policies and strategies achieved through widespread collaboration with 
stakeholders (Ref: PPS3 Paragraph 32). It is our case that NSC has not come 
anywhere near to achieving this. 

 
6. Insofar as the choice of 13,400 dwellings is concerned (now 14,000 - paragraph 

3.179 of the NSCS explains that this is based on an independent study 'North 
Somerset Council: Determining a locally derived district Core Strategy housing 
requirement to 2026 (SD/19)’. 

 
7. However, the guiding principles of this study were set by Members of the Council 

with apparently little regard to national planning policy advice set out in PPS3. Chief 
among these guiding principles was that: “A new locally-derived housing requirement 
for the district, “likely to be in the range 14,000-16,000 dwellings” was to be 
investigated and tested”(SD/19 paragraph 2.5). This was apparently put forward as a 
preliminary suggested range, based on an understanding (it does not say by who or 
how it was arrived at) of potential environmental capacity.  

 
8. As a starting point, and instead of looking to the most recent, albeit un-adopted 

manifestation of the RS, NSC contend that its proposed housing requirement of 
14,000 dwellings, or 700 dpa 2006-2026, is in general conformity with Policy H01 of 
RPG10 which set out a housing requirement for the former Avon Area of 3,700 dpa 
for the period 1996-2016 (Ref: ED/03 Paragraph 4). It is our view that RPG10, 
approved some 10 years ago in 2001, is quite simply too outdated for the housing 
requirement set out in Policy H01 to have any meaningful relevance in judging 
‘general conformity’ ten years on (Ref: Section 24 of the 2004 Act). This was 
certainly the conclusion of the Inspector who conducted the most recent CS 
examination elsewhere in the South West (i.e. Sedgemoor District). We are now into 
the last quarter of the twenty year period over which RPG10 looked forward. In any 
event, RPG10 does not apportion the sub-regional housing requirement identified 
with the former Avon area to NS and there is no basis in law to consider conformity 
with the Joint Replacement Structure Plan which does not look beyond 2011 and 
which was only approved later than RPG10 because of two Directions issued by the 
SoS not to adopt it with a lower housing requirement.   

 
9. One of the inevitable consequences of reverting to RPG10 as the appropriate 

strategic context for plan-making, as NSC do, is to impose a spatial strategy with a 
Green Belt who’s scale and extent was appropriate for 2001, but as a constraint now 
to meeting more recently assessed housing needs over the period to 2026. Current 
Government policy (Ref: PPG2) and the draft NPPF are unambiguous in requiring 
LPAs to undertake a proper review of Green Belt. Green Belt boundaries should 
make proper provision for necessary development in the future. PPG2 is also clear 
that, in drawing Green Belt boundaries, LPAs should take account of the need to 
promote sustainable development.  
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10. NSC’s Executive Committee resolved that the protection of Green Belt and in 
particular resistance to the release of land from the Green Belt to the south west of 
Bristol in order to accommodate an urban extension should be a key principle in 
arriving at a locally derived housing requirement (Ref: SD19 paragraph 2.4).  

 
11. It was, however, the clear intention of RPG10 (Policies SS4, SS8 and paragrapgh 

3.11) ten years ago, that LPAs, and this would have included NSC, should critically 
review the Green Belt to examine whether boundary alterations are needed to allow 
for long term sustainable development and remove land from the Green Belt if this 
would provide the most sustainable solution for accommodating future development 
needs.  

 
12. It is clear that the type of Green Belt review required by PPG2, the draft NPPF, and 

RPG10 has not been undertaken (Ref: Colin Buchanan Strategic Green Belt Review 
for the SW Regional Assembly 2006 - Chapter 6 ‘Conclusions’ (ED/21)). The Council 
has instead taken existing Green Belt boundaries as a constraint to the level of 
development it intends to accommodate. The lack of a proper review of the Green 
Belt, we say, is sufficient by itself for the Inspector to find the CS unsound. Moreover, 
the approach taken in using un-reviewed boundaries as a factor in assessing the 
appropriate level of provision for housing is fundamentally flawed and contrary to 
current and draft replacement national policy and the principles of good planning. 
The correct approach would be to undertake an evidence-based assessment of the 
level of housing provision and consider where this might be most sustainably 
accommodated and if necessary adjust longstanding Green Belt boundaries to 
accommodate such a strategy.  

 
13. The Government’s policy on how appropriate levels of housing should be assessed 

has not changed since its intention to abolish RSs and shift the responsibility to 
individual local authorities was announced. This is set out at paragraphs 32 and 33 
of PPS3. Moreover, and notwithstanding the Government’s stated intention to 
replace all the existing PPSs with a National Planning Policy Framework, there is 
every indication that the requirement to adopt an ‘evidence based approach’ to 
assessment will be carried forward by this document (Ref: draft NPPF Paragraph 28).  

 
14. In justifying the proposed adoption of a housing requirement approximately 50% 

below the level indicated in the draft RS, we say NSC place far too much reliance on 
the downturn in the economy. The assumption about economic growth is, however, 
only one factor and is not the most influential factor. Moreover, planning for low 
growth, which is what NSC appear to be seeking to do would be completely at odds 
with the Ministerial Statement on ‘Planning for Growth’ on 23rd March 2011 which 
states: 

 
“there is a pressing need to ensure that the planning system does everything it 

 can to help secure a swift return to economic growth.” 
 
15. This statement could not be clearer in its intentions and we have no sense 

whatsoever that the approach taken by NSC could be interpreted as seeking to fulfil 
these intentions. 
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16. The Minister goes on to say that LPAs: 
 

“…should make every effort to identify and meet the housing, business and 
other development needs of their areas, and respond positively to wider 
opportunities for growth, taking full account of relevant economic signals such 
as land prices”.. 

 
17. This statement took ‘immediate effect’ on 23rd March 2011. 
 
18. The thrust of this approach is carried forward at, inter alia, paragraph 13 of the draft 

NPPF: 
 

“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.” 

 
19. Nobody to our knowledge has disputed the impact that the economic downturn has 

had on construction and completion rates. The ‘slow-down’ has not, however, 
removed the need for those additional homes that have not been built.  

 
20. The approach proposed to be taken by NSC is to plan for lower levels of growth and 

as a consequence it will not be sufficiently flexible to respond positively to any rapid 
shifts in demand or other economic changes. Planning for lower housing provision 
and, as a consequence, lower growth in labour supply would, be a significant 
impediment to fulfilling, or at least planning to fulfil, the Governments growth agenda. 
This would also be at odds with the 3.4% growth which was referred to in the West of 
England Local Enterprise Partnership’s bid to Government. This was the assumed 
growth rate for the whole of the West of England which includes NS. Moreover, the 
Partnership includes NSC.   

 
21. The West of England SHMA (SD/22) sets out evidence to support the conclusion that 

the combined net additional social rent plus intermediate housing requirement, over 
and above properties available for re-let, exceeds 900 dpa. This is higher than NSC’s 
locally derived assessment of the appropriate level of provision to make for all 
housing; market and affordable. We say that this level of need for affordable housing 
should, at the very least, be weighed in favour of maximising overall housing 
provision insofar as it would maximise the amount of affordable housing that could 
be delivered even though this would inevitably fall short of the level identified.  
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22. Indeed, this is identified by the Council’s own advisors as one of the consequences 
of under providing for housing (SD/19). These are stated as follows:  

 

• rapidly increasing house prices, insufficient affordable housing,  
 

• increased inward commuting as local employees are forced out of the 
area to where housing is more available (and thereby increasing 
pressures on other areas),  

 

• increasing skills shortages as potential employees move away,  
 

• rising levels of homelessness and inadequately housed or overcrowded 
households,  

 

• greater social inequality and exclusion leading to demographically and 
socially less well balanced or unsustainable communities  

 

• continued under provision will prolong these trends and increase their 
severity. 

 
(Ref: SD/19 Paragraph 4.2) 

 
23. NS say that its SHLAA demonstrates that sufficient land can be identified to meet the 

Core Strategy housing requirement without using Green Belt (ED/03 paragraph 72). 
This, however, is in part a result of artificially constraining the assessment of housing 
requirement in the first place to a level that does not require land to be released from 
the Green Belt (Ref:       ).  

 
24. We say that this dramatic halving of the proposed level of provision is unjustified and 

is based on a fundamentally flawed assessment of what is required to meet the 
objectives set out in PPS3 Housing and indeed, the Vision and objectives which 
underpin the NSCS.  

 
25. Committing to this level of development over the period to 2026 will have a profound 

effect on people’s access to housing and consequently on economic development 
(Ref: PPS12 Paragraph 4.37).  

 
 

Issue 1b: Cross-boundary implications of the revised housing target for Bristol 
City and other neighbouring Districts  

 
26. One of the shortcomings of the overall vision and consequent strategy is the 

Council’s failure to properly acknowledge NS as functioning as part of a wider City 
region and that as part of that City region, the CS, consistent with the LEP bid, 
should be more ambitious in respect of economic growth. There is an unacceptable 
risk that planning to under provide for housing could restrict economic growth if 
economic circumstances are more favourable than expected.  

 
27. The consequences of planning for a shortfall in meeting housing provision are, 

however, acknowledged by the Council’s own advisors (SD/):  
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“Unfortunately any shortfalls in provision not only have an impact on significant 
sections of the area in question, its local population and to some extent its 
economy, but they also increase the pressures felt by surrounding local 
authorities. Between local authorities this is a highly exportable problem, often 
leading to housing stress or excessive commuting to access jobs and services 
outside the immediate area.” 

 
(Emphasis added). 

 
28. PPS 3 Paragraph 32 requires the evidence-based approach to assessing the 

appropriate level of housing provision to take into account, inter alia, sub-regional 
and regional strategies. Notwithstanding the future revocation of RSs, the importance 
of LPA’s continuing to have proper regard to the broader strategic context is carried 
forward in the Localism Bill and the ‘duty to co-operate’ with adjoining LPAs.  

 
29. This is why PPS 3 and the draft NPPF require LPAs to work with neighbouring 

authorities where housing market areas cross administrative boundaries (Ref: NPPF 
Paragraph 28). This is why NSC cooperated with, inter alia, the other three LPAs in 
the West of England in preparing the West of England SHMA (SD22). There is, 
however, no evidence of this cross-boundary co-operation having continued 
following the Secretary of State’s announcement of his intention to revoke RSs. 
Indeed, all four LPAs appear to have gone their separate ways, discarded the West 
of England SHMA and prepared their own locally derived assessment of the level of 
housing provision.  

 
30. The Inspector who conducted the examination into Bristol City Council’s CS 

concluded that the restricted land supply was the most decisive factor in justifying the 
strategy that had been adopted. Fundamental to the restricted land supply in Bristol 
is the position of the administrative boundary relative to the current limits of urban 
development. It is as a consequence of this that accommodating development in 
urban extensions requires the release of land from the Green Belt which to the south 
of Bristol, for the most part, lies in the adjoining LPAs including NSC.  

 
31. We do not see any encouragement in the Bristol CS Inspector’s report to the notion 

of abandoning the prospects of meeting properly assessed housing provision in the 
most sustainable locations including urban extensions to Bristol outside the City 
boundary as intimated by NSC (Ref: Paragrapgh 41 of ED/03).  

 
32. An urban extension to the south west of Bristol, if properly planned, offers the 

possibility, in transport terms, of potentially a higher proportion of non-car trips. That 
said, we do share the Council’s reservations about the ability of an urban extension 
in this particular location to satisfactorily accommodate the scale of development that 
had hitherto been identified with it i.e. 9,000 in NS and 1,500 in Bristol. .  

 
33. The Bristol CS Inspector concluded that the capacity within Bristol would more likely 

be within the range of 445 to 578. Broadway Malyan who advised NSC on this matter 
had indicated a figure nearer 6,000 for NS (Ref: ED/03 paragraph 64). We say this is 
still too optimistic because it does not appear to be based on reasonable 
assumptions about lead-times, build out rates, densities and unit mix and crucially 
what would be an appropriate area to release from the Green Belt having regard to a 
whole host of environmental considerations. 
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34. To say that the area to the south west of Bristol fulfils all five of the identified 

purposes of Green Belt, as NSC do at paragraph 70 of ED/03, rather misses the 
point. Indeed, and in common with the same conclusions drawn about most of the 
Bristol/Bath Green Belt elsewhere, it would be surprising if it did not fulfil most or all 
of these purposes. The justification for releasing land from the Green Belt here is not 
about whether or not it meets any or all five of the purposes of Green Belt, but 
whether, having properly assessed what the appropriate level of housing provision 
should be, to consider whether an urban extension here would represent a more 
sustainable option than accommodating it elsewhere.  

 
 

Issue 1c: Potential additional contingency housing land supply 
 

35. Not addressed.  
 

Issue 1d: Housing Needs 
 
36. Whether or not the Inspector agrees with us that NSC’s approach to assessing the 

appropriate level of housing provision is fundamentally flawed, the disparity between 
the conclusions of the SHMA and the scale of housing need in NS and the scope to 
deliver this is not justified anywhere.  

 
37. The West of England SHMA (SD/22) concludes that the need for affordable housing 

in NS exceeds 900 dpa. This is 200 dpa higher than NSC’s locally derived 
assessment of the appropriate level of provision to make for all housing; market and 
affordable. We say this is just not tenable and the consequences of this are identified 
by NSC’s own advisers (Ref: SD/19 Paragraph 4.2).  

 
 
 


