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North Somerset Core Strategy Examination 
 
Position Statement 
 
(As confirmed by the Programme Officer Bristol Developments will not be appearing 
in respect of Issue 1) 
 
Issue 1a-d – District Housing Land Requirement 
 
a. Justification for the revised Core Strategy target of 14,000 dwellings compared 
with draft RS figure of 26,750 [see also Issue 3] 
b. Cross-boundary Implications of the revised housing target for Bristol City and 
other neighbouring Districts 
c. Potential additional contingency housing land supply 
d. Housing Needs 
 

Introduction 
 
1  The Examination is required to test whether the Core Strategy (together with 

the various Proposed Changes) is sound.  It has been the consistent position 
of Bristol Developments (BDs) that it is not. 

 
2  In particular it is considered that in the matter of the overall housing numbers 

the CS is not sound in two key respects: 
 

- they are not based on a robust evidence base; and  
- they are not consistent with national planning policy. 

 
3  The Council’s justification for the overall housing requirement appears to be 

largely based on changed political circumstances rather than a justification of 
the requirement having regard to an evidential base.  This does not appear to 
be the correct approach and must make the CS unsound. 

 
4  A number of participants have set out that there is expediency to having the 

CS adopted so as to provide a basis for strategic planning.  Whilst BDs 
support the need for the Plan making process to progress this should not be 
done at the expense of adopting a document that is unsound. 

 
5 The process is capable of dealing with changes as it progresses.  If the CS is 

unsound further changes can be made; they can be tested and Examined.  
Whilst this may introduce some delay in the adoption of the document it is 
considered better to adopt a sound CS than one which requires review and is 
potentially undermined by the application/appeal process. 

 
 
 
 



a. Justification for the revised Core Strategy target of 14,000 
dwellings compared with draft RS figure of 26,750 

  
6  The Council contend that: 
 

“The draft RSS was prepared in a significantly different political and economic 
context. One of the first announcements of the coalition government was the 
intention to remove regional strategies and top-down planning and to 
empower local authorities to identify new locally-derived housing 
requirements.”  

 
7  A key element of the Council’s argument to support the overall housing 

requirement appears to be that there has been political change, in particular 
with the stated intention to remove the RSS. 

 
8  Whilst this stated intention is to abolish the RSS this is not a justification of 

itself for dramatically lowering the overall housing requirement from that 
proposed at draft RSS stage, by over 10,000.  Like many Council’s in the 
South West the proposed abolition of the RSS seems to be being used as a 
justification in itself to reduce requirements, and to retro-fit an evidence base 
to support these changes. 

 
9  This by definition must be unsound. 
 
10  The proposed changes in the plan making regime are clear in requiring a 

proper evidence based assessment of housing needs at a local level.  The 
approach seems to be one of starting with the RSS figures and seeking to 
prove they are wrong rather than actually start with producing a new 
evidence base to examine housing requirements  

 
11  Close examination of the evidence base shows that the Councils independent 

evidence starts from an assumption that the RSS is the default number, and 
looks to find reasons why it is wrong rather than actually examine the need 
at local level as national policy requires. 

 
12  Even if this approach is considered to be an appropriate way of looking at 

housing issues, scrutiny of the assessment documents fails to uncover 
adequate technical justification for the reduced housing requirement from 
that set out in the RSS. 

 
13  The RSS itself went through a detailed process of survey, analysis and plan 

making supported by evidence produced over many years and tested at 
Examination. 

 
14 The Council effectively find only 2 reasons to depart from the RSS tested 

approach: 
 

• the appropriateness of using trend based population and household 
  growth projections; and 
• the high economic growth assumptions.  
 
 



 
15  They then add what they consider to be additional evidence, not technically 

based: 
 

• the policy steer used to redistribute housing across the region. 
 
16  Looking at the arguments to support the reduced figure, the Council do not 

support trend based projections, rejecting the 2003 base used for the RSS.  
This however fails to take account of 2 key pieces of evidence, namely the 
2006 and 2008 based household projections produced by DCLG. 

 
17  In both cases these assessments produce a housing requirement above the 

RSS levels.  Whilst the Council may wish to ignore the 2003 evidence, 
rejecting the whole methodology, which has been consistently used to 
underpin national, regional and local housing calculations does not appear to 
be sound.  The projections are produced by the DCLG and cannot be simply 
ignored as part of the evidence base. 

 
18  The best evidence, using the most up to date projections supports a housing 

requirement very significantly in excess of the 14,000 requirement identified 
in the CS. 

 
19  The second reason for disregarding the tested RSS evidence base is the 

assumptions about economic growth. 
 
20  Here again there appears to be an attempt to retro fit evidence to support 

reducing the requirement.  The Council’s own jobs projections produced at 
earlier stages of the CS indicate a jobs figure of around 17,000 over the Plan 
period: this clearly produces a housing requirement significantly in excess of 
the latest 14,000 figure. 

 
21  The Council have subsequently reduced the 17,000 figure to 10,000 to 

support the lower housing figure.  It does appear that the approach has been 
to follow that sequence: reduce housing; reduce job assumptions to fit. 

 
22  The background documents refer to a subjective test of the economic date is 

the form of ‘anecdotal evidence’ which fails to take account of the data 
produced to support the CS. 

 
23  The inconsistency and lack of soundness of the Councils case is set out in 

their Position Statement.  They consider that levels of housing development 
in excess of 14,000 dwellings cannot be delivered based on the current state 
of the economy. 

 
24  Two key issues need to be raised: 
 

-The Council accept that the unconstrained supply is at least 18,000 
dwellings; and 
-As a number of participants set out the planned level of housing 
development is below both the Structure Plan and the actual level of 
completions being delivered at a time of recession. 

 



25  The 14,000 figure translates into an annual average of 700 dwellings.  The 
Structure Plan planned for in excess of 930.  In the last two years at the 
height of recession completions have been 772 and 637 dwellings.  To plan 
for a housing level which is being achieved in the recession is not a sound 
basis for the future. 

 
26  There is significant data to support the case for increasing the housing 

requirement if the test is to be based on deliverability and past completion 
rates. 

 
27  Overall, BDs consider that there is not a proper evidence base to support the 

proposed housing requirement set out in the CS as proposed to be changed.  
This makes the CS unsound. 

 
28  Further, seeking to remove the use of projections produced by Government 

as the basis for Plan making leaves the CS contrary to national policy and 
thus unsound. 

 
b. Cross-boundary Implications of the revised housing target for 
Bristol City and other neighbouring Districts 

 
 
29  This question appears to be posed in the reverse in that the housing figure 

for Bristol City has now been set following that Council’s CS Examination, the 
question could perhaps be what are the cross boundary implications of the 
Bristol CS on the North Somerset LDF? 

 
30  As the Council’s Position Statement notes the decision to adopt the housing 

figures in the Bristol LDF was based on issues of capacity rather than a 
conclusion that the need was not present: 

 
“considerations of household projections, housing needs and greater ambition 
or optimism regarding economic growth point to a higher housing figure than 
the Council expects to deliver, but land supply is a very real constraint within 
the city boundary” (paragraph 49) and a higher figure could not realistically 
be delivered and would be unsound.”   

 
31  The facts are clear:  there will be an unmet need for additional housing 

arising from Bristol City based on projections and forecasts and that need 
cannot be met in the City. 

 
32  The suggested policy approach was to include reference to potential Green 

Belt changes to accommodate development with the proposed policy: 
 

“If monitoring shows that planned provision will not be delivered at the levels 
expected, or if land is required to accommodate higher levels of provision, 
the following contingency for development of new homes will be considered: 
Use of some Green Belt land including southeast Bristol as a long-term 
contingency for an urban extension. The broad location is indicated on the 
Key Diagram”. 

 



33  What this policy fails to set out however is that if the level of need is close to 
6000 dwellings (RSS City figure – adopted figure) there is little prospect of 
this level of housing being accommodated on Green Belt land within the City 
boundary. 

 
33  North Somerset appear faced with a double problem: their own housing 

requirement is well below actual need based on the same approach of using 
projections, and forecasts plus there is an acknowledged additional need 
arising from the City that is not being planned for within the City even with a 
modified Green Belt. 

 
34  It is clear from both the City Inspectors Report and the Council’s evidence 

that there has been a political judgement that there will be no changes to the 
Green Belt and this has been a key driver in housing assumptions.  This 
however is not a sound basis for Plan making. 

 
35  The test must be to determine the required level of housing need in North 

Somerset, to acknowledge that there is unmet need arising from Bristol City 
and to arrive at an appropriate housing requirement: that requirement is well 
in excess of the 14,000 figure. 

 
36  The next stage will be to consider the implications of this housing 

requirement and the potential for amending or at least reviewing the Green 
Belt, rather than ruling out Green Belt change as a starting point to drive the 
housing numbers arguments. 

 
37  BDs consider that the Core Strategy should reflect the acknowledged unmet 

Bristol housing need in the housing requirements.  Given that the Bristol Plan 
refers to possible Green Belt review a similar policy should be introduced into 
the Core Strategy. 

 
c. Potential additional contingency housing land supply 

 
38  BDs consider that the issue of a contingency is inextricably linked to the case 

for the overall housing figure to be increased and, the need to recognise the 
cross boundary effects as described above. 

 
39  If the housing figures are increased to an appropriate level based on proper 

evidence, there should be no need to plan for a contingency.  The issue of a 
contingency appears to be a fall back – a way of least securing a reserve 
figure when it is proved that the need is in excess of the planned supply. 

 
40  BDs would support a contingency figure but only as a second option after the 

preferred approach of setting the requirement at a level that reflects the 
evidence. 

 
41  BDs consider that like the Bristol LDF, and again as a fall back option, there 

should be a policy in the CS which supports a review and monitoring, which if 
it proves the need should support the provision of land for additional housing.  
As with the Bristol policy such a North Somerset Policy should include a 
commitment to review of the Green Belt and the policy position of 
settlements within the Green Belt.    



 
d Housing need 

 
42  BDs have not undertaken a detailed analysis of housing need issues but 

would offer the following comments. 
 
43  The SMA, referred to in detail in the Councils Position Statement 

acknowledges that the level of need is in excess of 900 dwellings.  Their 
response to this is: 

 
“The Council accepts that the SHMA indicates a substantial level of housing 
need for North Somerset over the plan period which is considerably in excess 
of what could realistically be delivered. SHMA indicates that the annual net 
need within North Somerset is 904 dwellings pa. The practical implication of 
this is that affordable housing opportunities should be maximised, albeit 
balanced with other policy objectives and subject to viability.” 

 
44  It is evident from the case set out above that if the housing requirement 

were increased the scope to address this identified need also increases.  A 
housing requirement overall of around 26,000 houses produces an annual 
requirement in excess of 1300 homes.  Whilst it would not be realistic to 
expect that 900 of these will be affordable, the higher the overall figure the 
greater the scope to make an impact on the level of need identified in the 
SMA. 

 
45  The planned level of delivery – 700 dwellings per year – is well below the 

SMA annual need alone.  Even if the 30% figure the Council seek to adopt is 
realistic, this would deliver only 200 affordable homes, 700 below the SMA. 

 
46  In simple terms whilst housing need is acknowledged it is being set aside in 

the CS.  
 


