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POSITION PAPER 
 
ISSUE 3: SPATIAL STRATEGY 
 

 
Issue 3a The degree of weight to be accorded respectively to the extant RPG10 
and the draft RS and the evidence that underpinned the draft RS with regard to 
overall spatial strategy of the CS and broad locations for development.  
 
1. We say that RPG10 approved in 2001 is simply too outdated for it to be accorded 

much weight in respect of judging the conformity of the overall spatial strategy of any 
Core Strategy under examination ten years later. Of particular relevance is the fact 
that RPG10 predates the issue date of most of the current Planning Policy 
Statements fundamental to planning the delivery of sustainable development, 
housing and sustainable economic growth. It was also approved at a time when the 
development plan system would still have anticipated the planning of NS to continue 
to be guided by the preparation of a Structure Plan, which is now no longer the case. 
Indeed, it is in these circumstances that RPG10 does not apportion development 
requirements between the four Authorities comprising the former Avon (Structure 
Plan) area.  

 
2. There is one important area of national planning policy, however, which has not 

changed since RPG10 was approved and is not proposed to be materially changed 
by the draft NPPF; Green Belt. This is addressed under Issue 3b below.   

 
Issue 3b Green Belt implications for the CS compared with the draft RS 
 
3. PPG2 is clear that: 
 

“The essential characteristic of Green Belts is their permanence. Their protection 
 must be maintained as far as can be seen ahead.” 
 
4. That is not the same as saying that the scale and extent of designated Green Belts 

should never be reviewed.   
 
5. Advice issued to Inspectors helpfully highlights four changes in the draft NPPF to the 

detail of current Green Belt policy as set out in PPG2. It also highlights a 
reaffirmation of current policy that Green Belt boundaries should only be reviewed 
when Local Plans are being prepared or reviewed and that when reviewing Green 
Belt boundaries LPAs should: 
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“take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. They 
 should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling 
 development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards 
 towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond 
 the outer Green Belt boundary.” 
 
6. In doing so, LPAs are also required, inter alia, to: 
 

“satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the 
 end of  the development plan period” 
 

(Ref: Draft NPPF Paragraph 140) 
 
7. It was the clear intention of RPG10 (Policies SS4, SS8 and paragraph 3.11) ten 

years ago, that LPAs, and this would have included NSC, should critically review the 
Bristol/Bath 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.  

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

RPG10 has not been undertaken by NSC (Ref: Colin Buchanan Strategic Green Belt 
Review for the SW Regional Assembly 2006 - Chapter 6 ‘Conclusions’ (ED/21)).  

 
9. 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.  

 
10. There is every indication that prior to the Secretary of State’s announcement of his 

intentions to abolish RSs that NSC was of necessity, given the level of housing 
provision indicated in the draft RS, and as a requirement, given PPG2 and the RS 
spatial strategy,  examining the scope for an urban extension to the south west of 
Bristol.   

 
11. It is equally clear that, following the Secretary of State’s announcement, NSC took 

the decision to abandon any notion of Green Belt boundaries being changed and 
identified the existing scale and extent of Green Belt as a limiting factor in assessing 
the appropriate level of housing provision. We say this approach is fundamentally 
flawed and completely at odds with the spirit and purpose of PPS3, PPG2 and the 
draft NPPF. 

 
12. 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.  
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Issue 3c SW Bristol urban extension – including consideration of its deletion from 
the CS compared with the draft RS 
 
13. We say that, at a level of housing provision approaching anywhere near that 

identified in the draft RS, an urban extension to the south west of Bristol provides a 
sustainable option for accommodating a proportion of this requirement.   

 
14. 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.  

 
15. We do not see any encouragement in the Bristol CS Inspector’s report for 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: Paragraph 41 of ED/03).  

 
16. 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 NS 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.  

 
17. 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. 

 
18. We say that the inability of the proposed urban extension to deliver the scale of 

development envisaged in the draft RS or at a rate that would make its full 
contribution during the plan period, requires further consideration be given to 
meeting the shortfall elsewhere. We also say that the spatial strategy grossly 
underestimates the scope and the sustainability benefits of meeting a greater 
proportion of the overall housing requirement within the ‘Serviced Villages’. 

 
Issue 3d Weston Villages developments as the main strategic provision of the CS, 
including by comparison with the draft RS provision for an urban extension SE of 
Weston 
 
19. Not addressed.  
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Issue 3e Distribution of housing and employment by existing settlement 
 

i Weston super Mare 
ii Nailsea 
iii Clevedon 
iv Portishead 
v Service Villages including appropriate designations 
vi Infill Villages including appropriate designations  

 
20. We support the broad thrust of ‘Vision 6’ which specifically addresses the ‘Service 

Villages’. This states that: 
 

“By 2026 the Service Villages will become thriving rural communities and a focal 
 point for local housing needs, services and community facilities. They will 
 become more self-contained in terms of providing jobs and serving the local and 
 surrounding community for all their day-to-day needs, whilst protecting their 
 individual character.”  

21. The supporting text to Policy CS32 opens with the following statement at paragraph 
4.85: 

 
“National policy supports a sustainable approach to development in the rural 
areas with the emphasis being on supporting services, employment and facilities 
in smaller towns and larger villages, rather than dispersing development 
throughout smaller villages.”  

 
22. Both ‘Vision 6’ and paragraph 4.85 are clearly consistent with the principles set out in 

PPS1 and to the clear advice to LPAs given in PPS3 on Housing that they should 
give careful consideration to: “The need to provide for housing in rural areas, not only 
in market towns and local service centres but also in villages in order to enhance or 
maintain their sustainability.” 

 
23. Our only reservation with the sentiments expressed in ‘Vision 6’ 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 presence of a railway station and regular rail 
services into Bristol has some merit and places those settlements above those which 
do not, in terms of sustainability.   

 

24. We also say that the proposed distribution of development envisaged in the CS fails 
to sufficiently reflect the sustainability benefits of smaller scale, more readily 
deliverable and more easily assimilated developments which meet local needs and 

help to sustain and can potentially enhance, local services. Several villages in North 
Somerset straddle main radial roads to Bristol and, crucially, Backwell and Yatton 
also have railway stations. 

 
25. Policy CS32 seeks, first and foremost, to restrict new development to infill sites 

within the confines of the existing settlement limits of the nine listed ‘Service Villages’. 
We say this would clearly be too restrictive given the limited and reducing 
opportunities for such development, particularly if existing employment generating 
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uses are to be protected. Any development that does arise, and by the nature of 
these windfall sites, there can be no guarantee that they will be delivered, will be 
insufficient to begin to achieve the vibrancy envisaged in Vision 6 nor would it 
contribute to meeting the listed Priority Objectives (1, 3, and 6).  

 
26. The table included with NSCS Policy CS14 identifies the ‘Service Villages’ with 750 

net additional new dwellings over the period 2006 to 2026. At the equivalent of 37.5 
dwelling completions on average per annum this represents a substantial and 
unjustified reduction on the rate achieved over the last 4 years (2006-2010) for those 
nine settlements combined at 117.5 dpa. Indeed, the housing trajectory on page 70 
of the NSCS indicates this reducing to just 4 dwellings per annum shared between all 
9 settlements over the second half of the plan-period. 

 
27. Yatton is categorised as a Service Village and together with eight other villages is the 

subject of Policy CS32. The other eight villages range in size of population from just 
under 3,000 to 5,500. With a population of just over 9,000, Yatton is by far and away 
the largest settlement listed in this policy and accordingly stands out from the rest. 
Backwell also stands out as having the widest range of services among the listed 
Service Villages (Ref: Table 2 SD/07l).   

 
28. Such a level of development would be completely inadequate to meet the Vision 

(Vision 6) and the priority objectives 3, 6, 7, 8 and 9 associated with development in 
these villages (Ref: Policy CS32). Indeed, this is only 300 dwellings (over 20 years) 
more than has been associated with the remaining and by definition much smaller 
un-serviced settlements and the wider countryside combined.  

 
29. Even on a net-nil migration scenario (i.e. balance between in-migration and out-

migration), Yatton and Backwell will both require considerably more housing 
development over the period to 2026 than can be achieved within the limits on new 
Housebuilding implied in Policy CS14.    

 
30. Policy CS14 envisages all nine Service Villages sharing between them, on average, 

approximately 37 dwelling completions per annum. This would equate to 
approximately one third the level of completions achieved over the last four years. 
Yatton’s share of this new development would unequivocally not sustain existing 
population levels or the proportion of those living within the community being within 
an age range that would be economically active and would clearly not achieve the 
vibrancy, vision and the sustainability objectives identified elsewhere in the Core 
Strategy.   

 
31. There is no reasonable justification to seek to reduce the rate of completions seen 

over the first 4 years of the Core Strategy plan period and consequently, on this 
basis, a figure of at least 2,350 would be justified. We believe, however, that if the 
Inspector agrees with us and concludes that an urban extension to the south west of 
Bristol, for the reasons already given, cannot deliver the scale of development 
envisaged in the plan period by the draft RS, then there is the potential to increase 
the level of Housebuilding across the ‘Service Villages’ without compromising the 
Council’s overall vision here. Indeed, we say that higher levels of development would 
contribute to it.    
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32. In seeking to meet a significant proportion of the newly arising housing need 
(affordable and market), it would be more sustainable to accommodate that which is 
and will continue to arise within the Service Villages in and around the settlements 
where it arises and thereby assist with meeting the sentiments expressed in Vision 6 
and the Priority Objectives 1, 3 and 6. It is, moreover, considered that a more 
dispersed distribution of development, focussed on existing service centres rather 
than an over reliance on large scale urban extensions, is supported by the 
sustainability appraisal insofar as making a more effective use of resources is 
concerned; i.e. sustaining existing services and facilities rather than generating 
requirements for completely new infrastructure as is the case with large urban 
extensions.   

 
33. We say that, in order to meet the expressed vision for the Service Villages, a more 

realistic level of development akin to or greater than that which has taken place 
during the first four years of the plan period, which by historic standards is quite low, 
would be essential.  

 
 
 


