
         Matthew Macan 

         Issue 3a-e  

         Friday 25th Nov 

 

North Somerset Council Core Strategy Examination 2011                 Rep Ref:  

 

Position Statement of Matthew Macan 

 

Issue : 3 a-e  Spatial Strategy 

 
The Court of Appeal ruled that the current intention of the Government to revoke 

Regional Strategies (RS), cannot lawfully be regarded as material to the soundness of a 

DPD in preparation or under examination and that therefore any DPD must be in general 

conformity with the relevant RS. The approved RS for the South West is Regional 

Planning Guidance 10 (RPG10) (2001). The proposed replacement for RPG10, the draft 

Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West, first published in 2006, has not been 

approved. As a result of the Court of Appeal judgment, notwithstanding that the updated 

RS for the South West has not been approved, the evidence that supported it remains 

material to the assessment of the soundness of the CS, in particular with reference to the 

extent that the CS departs from the provisions of the draft RS and the changes proposed 

by the Secretary of State. 

 

 The approach of the Council is to turn its back on the spatial strategy arising from the 

West of England City Region (RPG10, dRS) and its growth needs, to ignore the growth 

proposals of its LEP and to focus its strategy on a ‘local needs only’ basis through an 

employment led approach at WsM and at Portishead but which at best will deliver 

approximately only 52% of the housing requirement determined through the RS process. 

Overall supply of housing remains high in North Somerset and during the period 2006-

2011 the level of housing supply was closer to the draft RS levels, than the CS projected 

forecast.  This is a true reflection of the strong relationship of North Somerset within the 

West of England Region and its important contribution to meeting housing needs within 

the wider HMA. That important role is clearly expressed in RPG10 and how spatial 

policies should be developed to support it, are further expressed in the dRS. 

 

The acceptance by the Council, of the amount of weight accorded to RPG10, which 

continues until 2016 and beyond ( para 1.2), is partly reflected in some elements of the 

spatial strategy that has been adopted by the Council in the dCS. After all, it is the 

Development Plan.  

The Council stray from the principles of the RPG where it seeks to identify the important 

hierarchy of growth areas ie PUAs, and the respective roles of these growth areas and the 

districts adjoining them.  The Bristol Core City is the largest and most important growth 

area in the Region, as well as the West of England sub region and RPG10 says that the 

spatial strategy of surrounding areas must reflect that relationship. 

The most significant implication arises from the locational strategy of directing the 

majority of growth to these PUAs ( Bristol and WsM ) and as urban extensions to these 

PUAs.  

Failure to bring forward and give appropriate weight to the RPG simply allows 

unsustainable patterns of growth to take place, which damages the economic success and 

competitiveness. This situation has never been more clear in the case of North Somerset, 

where growth over the last 20 years, has been almost exclusively directed towards 

residential development, with towns such as Nailsea, Clevedon, Portishead and WsM 

taking on an increasing dormitory role.  This residential growth has been based upon the 

economic growth and power of Bristol City and the North Fringe in S. Glous. 



Broad spatial policies within RPG10 direct housing growth in NS at WsM and as an urban 

extension to Bristol, following a review of the Green Belt. Green Belt review is discussed 

below however the issues are as relevant today as they were in 2000. The CS is the first 

development plan document in North Somerset that must be in general conformity with 

the strategic Development Plan, RPG10. 

 

 At the time of JRSP 2002, RPG10 was simply guidance and because of action by the SoS 

that led to a two year delay in the JRSP , the weight given to it at the time was limited. 

 RLP, March 2007 did have regard to the specific policy for WsM RPG10: SS10, as the 

then Inspector attempted to craft an employment-led housing policy, much as today. The 

RLP had but a few years life and consequently the Inspector was content to leave the 

future, post 2011, spatial planning of NS, including Green Belt review, to the dRS and the 

subsequent CS. (see Inspectors Report). 

So in addressing one of the most challenging spatial planning policies in the CS, that is 

ensuring a rebalancing of jobs and homes at WsM ( and to a lesser extent, elsewhere in 

NS), the weight to be given to the RPG10 and dRS and the evidence that underpinned it in 

this specific context , is significant and material. The fact that this also happens to be the 

position of the Council, only serves to support the importance of the Development Plan as 

it relates to NS and WsM. The dRS represents an updating of the Development Plan and 

although not adopted, its evidence base is the most up to date. 

 

The Inspector has not raised the JRSP 2002 in this context, however this plan is still 

extant in 2011. The JRSP did not follow the spatial planning process of RPG 10 and 

therefore has probably contributed more than any other plan to the unsustainable patterns 

of growth, out-commuting and jobs/homes imbalance at WsM. 

Nevertheless the planned level of housing provision for NS in the JRSP period 1996-

2011 was 14900 new homes. By and large, this level of housing has been met by NS 

throughout this period (c. 14k homes 1996-2011). The Council have indicated that 

between 2006-2011, 4900 housing completions took place in NS.  

This leaves the CS new homes target of only 9100 homes in the period 2011-

2026, nearly 5000 homes less than in the equivalent earlier JRSP period 1996-

2011. This represents a substantial and deliberate constraining of housing 

growth in this part of the West of England. 

 

To try to put this into some context , Policy 33 of the JRSP 2002, set new district wide 

housing targets for the Four Authorities ( see below ) 

 
POLICY 33       New housing provision should :- 

help maintain or create attractive, balanced and sustainable communities; 

contain an appropriate mix of housing types; and 

be compatible with other policies of the plan. 

Provision will be made in Local Plans for 50,200 additional dwellings between 1996 

and 2011, in accordance with a sequential approach to site selection, the locational 

strategy of the Structure Plan and policies 34 and 35. 

 

The distribution will be : 

 

 Bath and North East Somerset     6,200  

 Bristol          13,000  

 North Somerset            14,900  

 South Gloucestershire  16,100 

 

Examining the levels of housing provision in each of the West of England authorities 

through their Core Strategies or drafts, one can see the substantial and deliberate 



reduction in housing provision in NS ( a constrained housing policy) as compared to 

the adjoining authorities in the same HMA. 

 In practice, all four authorities are under-providing in their planned CS housing 

provision compared to forecast growth ( See Baker Associates Reports ) or to the 

levels in dRS.  Table 1 below, shows how these four authorities are planning to 

provide for housing growth compared with the previous 15 year period (JRSP) and 

their respective share of that housing growth.  

 

 Authority          JRSP 2002               CS 2011*      Change      Annualised 
                                                           15 Year Target/Share      20 Year Target/Share 15Year/20 Year      annual change     

 Bath and North East Somerset    6,200  12.3%  11,000  14.5%      77% +      33%+ 

 Bristol                  13,000   26%    30,000  39.5%   130%+        73%+ 

 North Somerset            14,900  29.7%  13,200  17.4%   [12%-]        34%- 

 South Gloucestershire  16,100   32%    21,500  28.3%    33% +    No change 

• Bristol CS Adopted, remainder are dCS 

 

TABLE 1 

 

The results suggest that only NS is planning to reduce its housing contribution 

overall for the duration of 15 years, by approximately 33%, every year. Banes and 

City of Bristol are increasing their supply by 33% and 73% respectively. South 

Gloucester are maintaining the same housing levels.  NS’s planned reduction in 

housing provision is not supported by the evidence but by a deliberate policy to 

constrain housing growth. Unchecked, it will result in greater out-commuting both 

from NS, Sedgemoor( see Issue 1 Position Statement), and probably Taunton BC and 

across the West of England a constraining of growth, higher housing costs and 

greater unaffordability.  

 

b. Green Belt 

The Green Belt approach in the CS is a result of a complete change of policy of the 

Council ( see Issue 1a-e para 2). ‘No change to the Green Belt’ is the strategy of the 

Council with the majority of housing needs directed to WsM.  Arguments for the use 

of a Green Belt location as a contingency site are set out in Issue 1a-e . 

Notwithstanding this, the Council have followed a lengthy consultation process that 

started with the dRS in 2004 through “YourArea,YourVision:DirectionsforChange”       

which led to specific recommendations by the four unitary councils, including NS, to 

the Regional Assembly for strategic alterations to the Green Belt boundary to 

accommodate growth.  NS , through it’s “First Detailed Proposals”, proposed 

alteration of the Green Belt to the south west of Bristol to accommodate a substantial 

level of new housing. 

The dRS process is well documented and included specific studies on the Green Belt 

to the south west of Bristol. This was complemented by further studies 

commissioned by NS in the context of the Ashton Park Planning Application 2009 

and the CS Issues and Options Consultation. The studies by Broadway Malan are 

again published on the Council’s website and provide a comprehensive assessment 

of the location to the south west of Bristol.  In addition, the Council published an 

assessment of the Green Belt across the district ( SD 49) and more specifically to the 

south west of Bristol (SD 50).  

Representations have been made to changes to Policy CS6 Green Belt and for a new 

policy CS35 Ashton Park. 

Review of the Green Belt in this area to the south west of Bristol has been subjected 

to substantive appraisal  through two development plan processes ( dRS and CS). 

This is the correct and indeed the only stage in the planning process where strategic 

review and alteration of the Green Belt should take place. 



 Therefore the CS should seek to indicate the scale and the general location of any 

future development to the south west of Bristol and through the Key Diagram, show 

alteration to the general extent of of the Green Belt. In that context, atleast 2or 3 

alternatives are proposed in our reps CS6 to alter the boundary of the Green Belt. We 

do not propose to outline them here. 

WE suggest that policies within RPG10 are material and should be given significant 

weight: 

Policy SS 2 Regional Development Strategy 

Policy SS4 Green Belts 

Policy SS 5 Principal Urban Areas  

Policy SS 8 The Bristol Area 

Policy SS 10 Weston S Mare 

 

The questions that remain include: which parts of the Green Belt should remain in 

tact, should the Inspector conclude that the CS requires a strategic allocation for an 

urban extension to the south west of Bristol to be sound. How should such important 

parts of the Green Belt be protected? Should the boundary of the Green Belt on the 

Proposals Maps be altered now? 

c. There is no justification on the evidence base, for deletion of the strategic location 

of an urban extension to the south west of Bristol. The Council are promoting a 

policy of constrained housing growth without proper regard for the functioning and 

scale of growth within the West of England. The success of a lower level of housing 

provision is further threatened by the employment-led housing requirement at WsM  

which will either further constrain housing , or not succeed.  The only strategic 

solution to address both these over riding challenges is found to the south west of 

Bristol. Implementing a growth strategy simultaneously both at WsM and at Ashton 

Park, complement each other and will result in NS being able to make its proper 

contribution to the West England growth strategy (LEP 2011) whilst allowing WsM 

to have sufficient space and time to ‘re-balance its homes /jobs situation’. 

 

 


